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PREFACE

This book is the second in a series of monographs document-
ing the Youth in Transition project. Youth in Transition is a longi-
tudinal study of high school age boys, conducted by the Survey Re-
search Center* under the primary sponsorship of the United States
Office of Education.** The study is, in the broadest sense, an
exploration of the effects of social environments on adolescent boys,
with special emphasis on the impact of school and work environ-
ments.

The present volume deals ith family background factors and
abilities as they relate to a variety of personality characteristics,
behaviors, and plans for the future. Early in the planning phases
of the project we aFieed that our first major analysis effort should
deal. with tho effects of tamily background because of our substan-
tive interest in this area, and because an understanding of family
backgrcund effects is a prerequisite to nonducting longitudinal an-
alyses of other factors affecting adolescent boys.

Another more pragmatic reason for giving early attention to
family backgrcrind was the opportunity to draw some fairly firm
conclusions prior to the availability of longitudinal data.'-** Caven
our extensive analysis plans for the project as a. whole, we wanted
to complete this first phase as soon as possible. Accordingly, we
decided that this analysis would be limited to the base-line data
collected from our initial sample of about 2200 tenth-grade boys
in U.S. public high schools. In effect, we planned to conduct this
family background study as if our project were cross-sectional
rather than longitudinal.

But things did not work out entirely according `o plan. Pre-
paring the monograph took longer than anticipated, partly because
we were simultaneously conducting folio up data collections. The

*Survey Research Center is one of three divisions of the Institute
for Social Research of The University of Michigan; the other two centers
are: Reeearch Center for Group Dynamics and Center for Research on
Utilization of Scientific Knowledge.

**Additional support for some phases of the research has been pro-
vided by the United States Chvartrnent of Labor and the United States De-
partment of Defense.

***For example, U one finds that educational aspirations are corre-
lated with family socioeconomic level, he can assume that family back-
ground influences aspirations rath3r than the reverse.
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iv YOUTH IN TRANSITION

writing of this volume was not completed before some follow-up
data were ready for preliminary analysis. This presented an op-
portunity to look at the cross-time stability of the relationships
we had been studying, Adding the brief section on longitudinal
findings meant more delay. So, this volume appears about a year
later than we first expected; but it contains a bit of longitudinal
dataperhaps just enough to whet the appetite.

WA have tried to deal with a large number of dimensions in
this volume. Evan after vigorous pruning, eight or nine predictor
variables remain, and they are related to more than twenty-five
criterion dimensions (dependent variables). This has limited our
ability to explore particular dimensions and relatio.ishipsintensively.
For example, instead of a detailed replication of the relf-esteem
findings of Rosenberg and Coopersmith, we had to content our-
selves with a few comparisons between our findings and theli 3.

In short, t:tere is a degree of open-endedness in some of
what follow,. But tentativeness is always a part of the research
process; it is merely exaggerated in a longitudinal study, wen the
suggestions for future research are directed most immediately at
one's self and one co-workers. So the reader at times may
share our frustration at seeing an interesting line. of inquiry that
has not been pursued all the way to its conclusion in this volume,
Yet, there is good basis for hope that the ;natter will be studied
further in a subsequent volume in this series.*

Guidelines for Using this Book

The organization of chapters in this monograph can be sum-
marized very briefly. Chapter 1 presents an overview of the re-
search design, sample and procedures. Chapter 2 defines (opera-
tionally) eight major family background dimensions; Chapter 3 pre-
sents the interrelations among them; and Chapter 4 relates them
to intelligence and other ability dimensions. Chapters 5 through I0
present a scri$.3 of analyses in which the eight family background
dimensions plus intelligence are related to a large number of cri-
terion dimensions. Finally, Chapter 11 summarizes the findings by
taking each predicto* dimension in turn and looking at its effects
on the whole range of criteria.

This arrangement of findings permits the FC!tective reader to
focus on only the subset of dimensions of interest to him, using the
table of contents or the index as a guide. Some readers may wish
to begin with the last chapter, since it summarizes the findings of

*Some topics for future volumes are notej on page 214 of this vol-
ume; work on several of them Is underway.
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the whole volume (although those who expect to read the whole
monograph would Jo better to save the final chapter for the end).

The present analyses of family background effects represent
only one part of the larger Youth in Transition project. While
this volume is designed to stand alone, the reader who wishes to
view it in the context of the total research effort will find it use-
ful tc refer to Volume I in this series, Blueprint for a Longitudi -
nal S:ridy of Adolescent Boys. The blueprint includes a description
of the major research objectives in the project along with an ex-
tensive treatment of sampling and data collection procedures. Blue-
prints have a way of biting mcsdified once the actual work is under-
way, however, and ours is no exception. Thus we must take the
next few moments to update the design outlined in our first volume.

Updated Vudy Design'

The first end second data collections were carried out ac-
cording to the original schedule: Fall of 1:-)66 and Spring of 1968.
The plan called for a reduction in panel size for the second data
collection. As the time for that data collection approached, how-
ever, we came to feel more and more that the advantages of keep-
ing a complete cross-section were worth the moderate additional
cost; fortunately, our sponsors agreed. A total of 1886 respond-
ents in our "probability sample" participated in the second data
collection in Spring of 1968; this represents 85.2 percent of the
2213 who took part in the first data collection, and 82.8 percent of
the initial sample who had been invited to participate at the start
of the study.

A third data collection, not part of or original design, was
carried out in the Spring of 1969. This extra data collection was
limited to self-administered questionnaires which the young men
filled out in small groups. Its purpose was to obtain information
from our subjects just before most of them made the transition
out of high school and into some other major environment. A
total of 1'799 respondents in the probability sample participated in
the third data collection, representing 81.3 percent of the original
participants and 79.0 percent cf the In Mal sample.

A fourth data collection is now scheduled to take place in
Spring and early Summer of 1970, nearly a year after most young
men have left high school, (This corresponds to what was origi-
nally planned to be the third and final data collection; the chief
difference is that it will occur about six months later than first
planned.)

*This section is adapted from the 'Preface to Secord PrintingAug-
ust, 1969" of Volume L
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vi YOUTH IN TRANSITION

The collection of information from school personnel was car-
ried out according to schedule in Spring of 1968. All 87 schools
in our original sample agreed tr provide organizational information
We obtained questionnaire data from 100 percent of the principals,
99 percent of the heads of counseling, 87 percent of all counselors,
and 70 percent of the sample of teachers. We thus have a wealth
of datii on school environments to relate to the experiences of the
young men in oar panel.

In summary, the past se ,eral years have seen the accomplish-
ment of much that was outlined in our 1967 blueprint. Some changes
have been aiad.r, but these were changes in procedure rather than
in basic purpose, The rate of continuing part:cipation has been
most gratifying. 3 reflects the ingenuity and perserverance of
many Survey Research Center :nterviiwers and the Field Office
staff; out even more, H indicates the interest and enthusiasm of
the young mer and school personnel who have been exceedingly
generous in contributing the data for this project. Experiences of
this sort have made it easier for is to accept the delay of grati-
fication that a longitudinal study nezessartly entails.
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Chapter 1

IN

Family background is a powerful forceor, more accurately,
a cluster of powerful forcesshaping an individual's capacities
and accomplishments throughout his lifetime. The educational and
occupational attainments of parents, the physical resources of the
home, the personal relationships between parents and children
these h ...tors and many more are what we mean by family back-
ground. The impact of this backgrour i is visible early in the life
of a child; his intelligence and ability to perform in school are in
part predictable from knowledge of his background. Later, in
adolescence, his educational and occupational aspirations are pre-
dictable in part from the attainments of his parents. Still later,
his own attainments reflect quite clearly the stamp ,-)f his family
background. Not only are his attainments influenced by family
background; his values, attitudes, and mental health are all subject
to the pervasive and continuing effects of the family.

As researchers interested in the impact of social environ-
ments, we tend sometimes to think of tl-e family environment as
the primary determinant of the effects mentioned above. But many
factors that cause different family environments are also impli-
cated in different genetic endowments. Thus we are dealing with
both nature and nurtureand the two are closely intertwined in
each individual's family background. In our examination of the
impact of family background we have not tried to extricate heredity
from upbringing. Efforts to separate these effects may be of great
importance and potential value, but they are beyond the scope of
the data for this monograph. Thus we will have to remind our-
setwc from time to time that a child's inheritance is both bio-
logical and social and that such background factors as parents'
educatir ial attainment are likely to involve both aspects of that
inheritance.

The Description of Family Background and Its Impact

In this monograph we will describe some major dimensions
of family background for a nationwide sample of adolescent boys
participants in the first stage of a continuing research project

16(;



2 YOUTH IN TRANSITION

entitled Youth in Transition. These background dimensions include
the occupational and educational attaintnents of parents, the nature
of interpersonal relationships between a son and his parents, and
family patterns of religious and political preference. In addition,
because of its pervasive importance in our present society, we
have decided that our set of family background characteristics
should include race.

We will begin by noting how our sample is distributed along
each dimension. Next we will consider the ways in which these
dimensions are interrelated. Finally, we will devote the bulk of
this monograyh to exploring relationships between background fac-
tors and a variety of "criterion" dimensions of central interest in
our study. Such criterion dimensions include:

(a) aptitudes and abilities, as measured by standardized
tests;

(b) affective slates, such as general happiness, anxiety,
depression, guilt, and satisfaction with life;

(c) aspects of the self-concept, including self-esteem and
perceptions of abilities;

(d) values and attitudes, such as social responsibility, at-
titudes toward fobs, and the perception that one can control his
own destiny; and

(e) plans and behaviors, particularly those involving educa-
tion and occupation.

Why Study Family Bockgit. nd os a Pod of the youth
in Transition Project?

The Youth in Trandition project is a longitudinal study of
adolescent boys. Its primary purpose is to study changes that
occur in young men as a result of their social environments,
cspeciaily high school and work.' The relevance of family back-
ground to this central purpose is apparent at several levels.

A knowledge of the impact of family background provides a
useful context within which to pursue our other research aims.
In a very real sense, this background constitutes the first reality
for the individual; long be`-re the school and the world of work
have their opportunities to influence his development, the family
has played a crucial role. If we want to understand how individuals
are changed by their school and work e :periences, it is es sential
to know something about how they hat already been shaped by
their family background. At the very least, we must be able to

.1For an extended discussion of these purposes see Bachman et al.,
(190), chapter 2.



INTRODUCTION 3

control for family background factors in our later analyses of the
impacts of school and job.

But we want to do more than just control family background
in a statistical sense. We want to know the size and importance
of these background effects in order to have a context within which
to assess the importance of other factors we will be examining.
For example, we might find that there are some gendne "school
effects" on a boy's college aspirations but it is also possible that
such effects will be greatly overshadowed by the influence of family
background. An awareness of family background effects should
give us a much clearer perspective as we approach our basic aim
of understanding the impact of contemporary social environments.

Finally, apart from its contrioutioa to our larger research
aims, we consider the study of background factors to be interesting
and important in its own right. Our sample and measures were
not designed primarily fcr the study of background effects, and at
times this will limit our conclusions. Nevertheless, we think that
the initial work provides data worth analyzing and findings worth
reporting now, while the rest of the longitudinal study is still in
progress.

Research Design

The research design for the study of Youth in Transition
is described extensively in the first volume of this monograph
series (Bachman, et al., 1967, chapter 3). In brief, the design is
centered around a nationally representative panel of over two thou-
sand adolescent boys who have agreed to be surveyed repeatedly
at intervals of a year or more. The study began in the tall in
1986, when. the subjects had just entered tenth grade; additional
data collections have been carried out in the spring of 1968 (the end
of eleventh grade for most of the boys), and in the spring of 1969
(just before most were graduatell. Another survey of the panel is
planned for the spring of 1970:4 The panel members, at the time
of the initial survey, wEre clustered in 87 schools throughout the
United States.3 Additional data concerning school environments
have been obtained from principals, counselors, and samples of
teachers in each of t. 1. participating schools. This information

2This sequence of data collections represents an improvement o-er
that projected in our first volume. The Preface provides further infor-
mation on this revision.

3A small edditk)na) panel, located in a limited oftmber of "discre-
tionary', schools, is also being studied; however,date from this supple-
mentary panel are not reported In the present monograph.
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4 YOUTH IN TRANSITION

will be of great value in longitudinal analy3es focusing on school
effects.

The overall research design is longitudinal, but the first
collection of data in such a design can of course be treated as a
cross-section survey. It is this cross-section of tenth-grade boys
that provided the data for the present report of background factor;
and their impact.

Sample. The sample consists of 2213 tenth-grade boys. lo-
cated in 87 public high schools. The schools and boys were se-
lected through a multi-stage sampling design in such a way that
the probability of a school's selection was proportionate to its size
(i.e., the estimated number of tenth-grade boys), and roughly equal
numbers of boys (about 25) were selected from .slch school. The
net effect of this design is to provide an essentially bias -free
representation of tenth-grade boys in public high a:hoots through-
out the United States (see Bachman, et al., 1967, pp. 21-24).

Response rates must be considered at two levels. A total
of 88 schools were originally invited to participate in the study;
an affirmative response was obtained from 71, and replacement
schools in the same sample areas were secured for all but one of
the remaining schools. In the resulting 87 participating schools,
2277 boys were invited to particip..+P in the study. A total of
2213 (over 97 percent) agreed to participate and provided essen-
tially complete data.

The high response rate among boys in our sample avoided
to a very large degree one potential source of bias, non-response.
However, another source of bias remained in the group of 2213
boys. In some cases it was not possible to obtain a sufficiently
large sample to represent a school properly; for example, it would
be impossible to obtain a sample of 25 boys in a small rural
school having only 16 tenth-grade boys. This problem has been
treated in detail elsewhere (Bachman et al., 1967, pp. 126-127);
our solution has been to use weighting to correct for these kinds
of biases in out sample. The procedure consisted of giving double
weight to 299 of our respondents and triple weight to one respond-
ent. Accordingly, in the tables to follow we will show a total of
2514 responses based on a sample of 2213 respondents.

It would be misleadiL.s., of course, to view our findings as
having the same degree of statistical precision as ones derived
from a strictly random sample of 2213 respondents. The fact that
our data ae based on a clustered sampling design, and one in-
volving some degree of weighting, necessarily means that our sam-
pling errors will be larger than those involved in a random sample
of equal size. Appendix A presents data and discussion concerning
sampling errors in this monograph.
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On the whole, our sample can be fairly described as a cross-
section of tenth-grade boys in United States public schools as of
the fall of 1966. Its size is adequate for our major purposes,
even though clustering by schools leads to larger sampling error s
than would occur in an unclustered sample.

The limitations of the sample become more severe when we
analyze subsets of the sampleparticularly subsets affected by the
school clustering. The most serious problem of tl.is sort involves
the black subset of our sample. While the number of black students
in our sample (256about 11% of the total) is fairly consistent
with census data, the majority of these cases is located in only
a handful of all-black schools. This is no doubt consistent with
realitymost blacks do attend segregated schools. But given our
sampling methods this means that our data on blacks are drawn
from just a few clusters, and are thus subject to a great deal more
sampling error than is true for our white respondents. While,
as will be argued later, this does not mean that we can simply
ignore race as a background variable, it does mean that our rea-
sonably good national cross-section of all tenth-grade boys is not
nearly as go, d a sample of black tenth graders. Accordingly,
our findings concerning race as a background factor will have to
be carefully qualified.

Data Collection Procedures. The data collection procedures,
including copies of the instruments, are detailed in the first volume
of this series; an excerpt is sufficient for our present purposes
(Bachman, et al., 1967, p. 25).

Time 1: October-November 1966. This initial data collection
involved a personal interview and a battery of group-administered
tests and questionnaires... . Interviews lasted an average of just
over two hours. The interviewing was carried out in the schools
during school hours, by the Survey Research Center's staff of trained
interviewers. One or two interviewers were assigned to each school.

After all interviewing had been completed in a school, the par-
ticipants as a group spent a raining or afternoon during school hours
to complete the tests and questionnaires. These group sessions
were conducted by the interviewers, following standardized instruc-
tions.

Some NonPalislical Noles on Palislico! Procedures

Although this monograph includes much statistical clat; it is
designed to be read by non-statisticians. We have tried to present
findings in forms that will be meaningful to those with limited
statistical training. This does not mean that we have avoided
complex or sophisticated analytic procedures; rather, it means
that we have tried to explain the results of such procedures in
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relatively non-technical terms. With this approach in mind, let
us consider a few of the conventions that will be followed in re-
porting data.

Statistical Significance. It is important in survey research,
as in other research methods, to distinguish between haphazard
and systematic variation in any set of data. Tests of statistical
significance represent one of the bases for making such distinctions
(Winch 'Jld Campbell, 1969). However, it is aifficult to arrive at
significance levels based on a multi-stage clustered sample, and
the problem becomes still more complex when we use multivariate
analysis procedures. Accordingly, it will not be our practice to
declare certain relationships 'statistically sip,ificant." This does
not mean that many of the relationships discurised in this mono-
graph are not statistically trustworthy. On the contrary, given
the size of our sample, virtually all of the relationships we in-
terpret as substantively significant would easily meet conventional
criteria of statistical significance. We deal with issues of sam-
pling error, confidence intervals, and statistical significance in
Appendix A.

Substantive Significance . Substantive significance is in large
measure a matter of judgment. An author's judgment of substan-
tive importance is reflected in the findings he chooses to present.
Ideally, however, these findings are presented in forms that permit
the readar to make his own judgments about their substantive
significance. In this monograph we have adopted several practices
designed to accomplish this purposs. Most important, we report
overall relationships in terms oi strength of association or amount
of variance explained; and when we contrast subgroups, we consider
the extent to which they oterlap as well as differ. The effect of
this form of reporting may be to make some findings less dra-
matic, but hopefully more realistic. Another practice involves
presenting more data than we can discuss, so that when a reader
wishes to examine a set of findings closely he is able to do so.
Much of this extra information has Olen placed in appendices, al-
though some also appears in tables and figures within chapters.
In either case, it is assumed that most readers will need and use
muca less than the total arnotsit of statistical data provided.

Eta Versus Product-Moment Correlation. Two measures of
correlation are used extensively in this monograph; a few distinc-
tions beLveen them are rioted here. The product-moment corre-
lation, or Pearson's r. is a widely used measure of the linear
association between two continuous variables. The product-mo-
ment correlation can range from 1.00 (indicating a perfect positive
relationship), through zero (indicating no association), to -1.00
(indicating a perfect inverse relationship),

21
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Another measure of association is Eta, the correlation ratio.
For readers who are unfamiliar with this statistic, it may be
helpful to note that Eta is analogous in some ways to r, and to a
degree it can be interpreted Eimilarly. The most important aif-
ferences are (a) Eta can be used with categorical variables, thus
making it particularly appropriate for such predictors as race or
religion; (b) it is not restricted to linear relationships. Another
difference between Eta and r is trivial but potentially confusing:
Eta has a range from zero to 1.00; it never takes a negative
value when describing a relationship. In general, the absolute
values of Eta and r are practically identical, when applied to
interval or ratio scale data, whenever the association between
predictor and criterion turns out to be linear; when the association
is non-linear, Eta is larger than v. This means that Eta is better
suited for many exploratory analyses, because of its ability to
detect linear and non-linear associations equally well. Another
advantage of Eta is that it works for a wider range of predictors,
since any continuous variable can be made categorical but many
categorical variables cannot be treated as continuous (Nunnally,
1967). For these reasons, n)e use Eta almost exclusively in re-
porting correlations between family background predictors and
criterion dimensions.

There are occasions when it is more convenient to report r
than Eta. In most cases, categorical versions of criterion di-
mensions were not developed, thus making it much more convenient
to compute r. Moreover, in looking at relations among criteria
we are willing to restrict our attention to linear association. Ac.
cordingly, we use r in those instances when we examine correla-
tions among criteria.

Summary

An examination of family background is the starting-point
for the analysis of data from the Youth in Transition project. It
will provide a context for many subsequent analyses, and is itself
the first use cf the cross-sectional data that form the bass-line
of our longitudinal study of adolescent boys.

The sample consists of 2213 tenth .grade boys located in 87
public high schools throughout the United States. Data for the
study were collected in the schools through the use of personal

operation of nature and nurture that is present in these background
effects.

interviews and group-administered tests and questionnaires.
Two cautions are important at the start of this study. One

has to do with the limitaticms of our sample in describing specific
subgroups, particularly blacks. The second concerns the joint

22



Chap ter 2

DIMENSIONS OF FAMILY
BACKGROUND

Any attempt to select and define the major dimensions of
family background is almost certain to be incomplete and arbitrary.
The present effort is surely no exception. What follows in this
chapter is a listing of some Important family background char-
acteristics, and a description of our operational definitions of
them. We make no claim that the list is complete, and we freely
admit that some richness of detail has been sacrificed in the in-
terest of keeping the list relatively short. Nevertheless, it is our
hope that the dimensions outlined below capture much of what is
importantand measurable in the family background of adolescent
boys.

Socioeconomic Level

One of the most important aspects of family background is
socioeconomic level. Social scientists are more agreed about its
importance, however, than they are about its meaning. On one
hand, sociologists will. a major interest in social stratification
think in teams of rather discrete social classes existing M any
community. Opinions differ somewhat about the number of such
class levels and the primary bases for clays distinctions; but
there is a common dominant interest in status or prestige, and
factors such as education, income, and occupation are viewed as
determinants of social status. On the other hand, many inves-
tigators whose primary interests lie elsewhere are content to view
education, income, and the like simply as dimensions to be used
(more or less interchangeably) for "controlling on socioeconomic
status."

Our own approach dif...rs somewhat from both of these. Our
interest In socioeconomic level goes beyond a need for analytic

lOur ltat of family background dimensions overlaps considerably with
those used in Project TALENT (Flanagan, et al., 1964), axl includes vir-
tually all the "student background factors" treated in the Coleman report
( Coleman, et al., 1966).

rei 9
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10 YOUTH IN TRANSITION

control; we find it interesting in itself. Our interest is not, how-
ever, focused primarily on stratification by status or prestige.
We consider that a number of intercorreiated factors in a family
such as parents' educational and occupational levels, income, and
the possession of certain goods (e.g., books, typewriters, cam-
eras)are an determinants of whether a home is a rich environ-
ment for learning, an environment in which education and achieve-
ment are likely to be encouraged. It happens that some of these
same factors reflect parental abilities and aptitudes (e.g., intel-
ligence), and are thus likely to be related to the genetic endow-
ment of children. For both of these reasons, we find it extremely
important to include socioeconomic level among our measures of
family background.

Given an interest in the academic, occupation11, and social
accomplishments of parents, and given several measures of these
factors, we had to decide whether to analyze them separately or
combine them into a single measure of socioeconomic level. We
preferred the latter alternative for two reasons. From a theoret-
ical standpoint, the considerable overlap among the various as-
pects of socioeconomic level would have made it very difficult `o
attribute the variance in some criterion to one particular aspect
of socioeconomic level. Moreover, the use of a single socio-
economic index greatly simplifies our analysis.

Use of a composite measure of socioeconomic level is jus-
tifiable to the extAsnt that (a) its components are strongly inter-
correlated and (b) it captures most of the predictive power that
the cmnponents would have if they were permitted to operate sep-
arately. After all, it is quite possible that one combination of
socioeconomic characteristics will relate best to one criterion,
whereas a differed set is optimal for predicting to another cri-
terion. One of our first analysis efforts was to determine whether
this would be a serious problem in out study. A description of
the analysis strategy and the results is presented in ApAndix B.
The findings clearly indicate that for our purposes a single com-
posite measure of socioeconomic level Is quite appropriate.

A ComPos He Measure of Socioeconomic Levet. The develop-
ment of the composite measure is also documented in Appendix
B, along with procedures for calculating the summary score. The
discussion below outlines the six ingredients of that measure, and
describes the sample in terms of these ingredients.

The following ingredients, weighted equally, are the basis
for our measure of socioeconomic level (SEL)2:

2We prefer the more neutral tile: inclusive term "socioeconomic level"
(SEI4 to the more familiar "socioeconomic status" (SES).

2b.



DIMENSIONS OF FAMILY BACKGROUND 11

1. Father's occupational status.
2. Father's education.
3. Mother's education.
4. Possessions in the home.
5. Number of books in the home.
6. Number of rooms per person in the home.
Father's Occupational Status. During the interview each boy

was asked to describe his father's occupation. The responses
were coded according to Duncan's socioeconomic index of occu-
pations (Reiss, 1981). For occupations of fathers in our sample,
the mean Duran scale value was 38, and the median was 37.
Examples of Duncan values in this general range are retail sales
workers, postal clerics, plumbers, and machinists.

Parents' Education. Parents' levels of educational attain-
ment, as reported by their sons in the interview, a:e summarized
in Table 2-1. As the tahle indicates, the median level of edu-
cation for fatbars and mothers is the samehigh school graduation.
More fathers than mothers have completed college, but it is also
the case that more fathers failed to reach high school.

TAILS 2-1

PARENTS' ELIICATION

ainhest Level of Education Fathers Mothers

LIAM than high school 212 132

Some high school 192 192

Completed high school 302 462

Some college 102 92

Completed cullcge 112 72

Missing data 92 62

Possessions in Me Home, A list of 19 items was presented
in the questionnaire, and each ..ospondent was asked to indicate
which items were in his home. The list of items, along with the
percent of respondents reporting each item as present in his home,
is presented in Table 2-2. The things listed range from very com-
mon objects (radio, television, dictionary) to less frequent pos-
sessions (typewriters, binoculars). A heavy emphasis is placed
on educationally relevant objects (encyclopedia, glote, newspapers
and magazines).

26e



12 YOUTH IN TRANSITION

TABLE 2-2

POSSESSIONS Ii! THE NOME

Item

Percent of Boys
Who Have the Item
in Their Nome

A radio 97

A telephone 90

A televiliun 96

A bicycle 84

A phonograph 87

A Bible 94

A dictionary

A set of encyclopedias 81

10 other books or more 86

A family car 92

A camera 92

A tyl. writer 66

A dog or ear 67

A fish i a tank 20

A newspaper delivered daily 79

A magazine subscription 79

A pair of binocu'ars 49

More than 10 phonograph records 88

A map or globe of fLe world 81

MEAN BUNTER OP irtio CHECKED 15 2 out o' 19

26
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A respondent's "score" along this dim)nsion consisted of the
total number of items he checked as being present in his home;
the mean score for all respondents was just over 15 items.3

Number of Books in the Home. A single questionnaire item
asked a respondent to check the number of books in his home,
using a six-point scale. The response to this item are sum-
marized in Table 2-3. The item was one of several. question-
naire items Taken from the Student Information Blank used in Pro-
ject TALENT'r massive national survey of high school students
(Flanagan, et al. 1954). Our frequency distribution .or centh-grade
boys in 1966 is 1.3arll identical 0 that reported by Flanagan, et
al., fr r their sak4ple of twelftY,-grade males in 1960.

TABLE 2-3

NUMBER OF BOOKS IN TEE HONE

Bow many books are fn your home?

None, or vary fey (0-10)

Percent of Males
in troject
TALENTa

Percmt of
Respondents
iu 7outh in
Tranoltion Project

c 4

A few books (11-25) 18 13

One bookcase full (26-100) 38 35

bookcases full (101-250) at 25

Three or four bookcases full (251-500) 12 16

A room full -- c library (501 or more) 4 5

Missing Data 2

45ource: Flangan, et al., (1964, p. 5-17).

Number of Rooms per Person in the Home. Two open-ended
questionnaire items adop.ed from Project TALENT asked a re-
spondent to write in the number of people living in his home and the
number of rooms in his home. ("Count all rooms: bedrooms,
bathrooms, kitchen, living room, dining room, recreation room, en-
closed porch, etc.") About half of the respondents reported five
to eight rooms Ir their homes, and the other half reported nine
or ni,re rooms. 'IL? median number of people living at home

3The list of items is the first part of the Mathis (1966) "Environ-
mental Participation Index."
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14 YOUTH IN TRANSITION

was five. A "rooms per person" ratio was computed for each re-
spondent simply by dividing the total number of rooms by the total
number of persons in the home; the median value was found to be
1.8 rooms per person.'

The Meaning of Socioeconomic Level (SEL). As we noted
earlier, there is no broad agreement about just what is meant by
the terz.is socioeconomic status and socioeconomic level. We have
just examined the dimensions which, weighted equally, provide the
composite measure of SEL used in the present study. In sum-
mary, the measure consists of one "part" father's occupational
status, two "parts" parents' education, and three "parts', having
to do with family possessions. While most or all of these in-
gredients undoubtedly have a bearing upon a family's status in
the eyes of the community, they have perhaps even more to do
with the quality of home environment; available to children. fo
the extent that this is true, the SEL index is particularly well
suited as a measure of one class of family background influences
in our study of adolescent boys.5

Status Inconsistency of Parents

In the preceding section we discussed the advantages and
disadvantages of combining several different indicators of socio-
economic level or status. This issue becomes relevant again when
we consider the possible effects of status inconsistency. In a
preliminary exploration of status inconsistency in our study, David-
son pzesented the issue as follows (Davidson, 1968, p. 4-1):

As an additional step in our analyses of the effect of family
background characteristics upon the plans and behaviors of adolescent
boys, we undertook to discover if inconsistencies along some of these
SEL dimensions might affect criterion scores in a manner not in-
dicated by the SEL index score itself. For example, imagine the
families of two boys in our sample; family A consists of a father who
has completed the eighth grade and a mother who is a college grad-
uate; in family 3, both the mother and father are high school grad-
uates. The contribution of parents' education to our SEL index would
to identical for both families; but it is quite conceivable that the
structural differences in these two families produce quite different
effects on the plans and behaviors of the two boys in our sample.

4This "rooms per person" ratio was found to be more effective (see
Appendix B) than a separate treatment of number of rooms and number of
persons.

BOur index of socioenonomie level corresponds closely with the meas-
ure of "socioeconomic envIroromet.t" used in Propel TALENT studies (see
Flanagan and Cooley, /966, Appendix E).
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The kind of inconsistency found in family A is typically called
"educational discrepancy." Another type of status inconsistency oc-
curs when a parent has En occupation that does not seem to "match"
his attained education. For example, a father who is a college grad-
uate may be employed on an assembly line. This second type of
inconsistency, called "paternal incongruity," could also pi oduce meas-
urable effects on the plans and behaviors of boys.

Davidson's conclusion was clearly negative: "As a whole
these analyses give little, if any, support to the notion that pa-
ternal incongruence and educational discrepancy are important ex-
planatory variables" (Davidson, 1968, p. 4-12). Additional anal-
yses have confirmed this initial conclusion; for the criterion var-
iables treated in this monograph, there are virtually no measurable
effects related to these dimensions of parental status inconsistency.

Family Size and Ordinal Position

A good deal has been written about the birth-order of chil-
dren and the differences between first-born, last-born, and middle-
born children. It thus seemed appropriate in a monograph dealing
with family background effects that this dimensionordinal po.
sitionshould be examined carefully. Our first approach to this
area was somewhat analogous to our treatment of socioeconomic
level; we set about to find the simplest measure that would cap-
ture most of the effects of ordinal position. One important con-
straint in the development of such a simplified measure war the
requirement that it not be confounded with family size. The prob-
lem can be ..fated quite simply: there is only one first-born an1
one last-born in any Panay of two or more children, but the num-
ber of middle-boi ohildren is directly related to family size.
The solution to the problem is less simple, unless one decides to
ignore the middle-born children. Our fit st approach was to ex-
amine some effects of ordinal position separately for each level
of family size. Our expectation was that this rather detailed level
of analysis would provide the basis for cormulating a summary
measure of ordinal position. Somewhat to our surprise, we found
that there was very little relationship between ordinal position and
our criterion dimensions. Further analyses led to the same con-
clusion; birth order does not seem to make a meast table difference
in analyses that hold family size constant.6

Number of Siblings. The exploratory analyses mentioned
above did not show ordinal position effects; however, in the / room;

6Much of the analytic work on ordinal position was carried out by
Bernard Banet.

2p(:



16 YOUTH IN TRANSITION

TABLE 2-4

NUMBER OF SIBLINGS

Nov many brothers and sisters
do you have?

iercent
Respondents

None 6

One 20.

Fvo 22

Three 19

Four

Five 8

Si: 5

F-ven on more 8

of contr'lling family size we found that the number of siblings in
a family is related Lk) several criterion dimensions. Accordingly,
we have incluck.d number of siblings in our list of family back-
ground dime The distribution of our ioample according to
number of r_. is presented in Table 2-4.

Broken Home
It is generally agreed that the most favorable family envirrn-

ment is one in which both parents are pres:nt. Many consider it
a profound disadvantage for a child to live in a family that is
broken either by death cc by divorce or separation. Given this
widespread view, it seemed essential that intactness of family be
treasured among our background factors.

Eight percent of our respondents reported in the interview
that one or both of their na','ral parents were not living; 5 per-
cent said only the mother was living, 2 percent reported only the
father living, and 1 percent said neither was living. When the re-
maining 92 percent were asked 11 they currently lived with both
of !heir parents, 79 percent (of the total sample) raid that they
did. Most of the 13 percent not residing with both living parents
reported divorce or separation as the cause.

A description of all respondents in terms of their living
arrangements is presented in Table 2.5. As would be expected,
many more respondents from broken homes remain with the mother
(13 percent) than with the father (3 percent).

While the classification shown in Table 2-5 is of descriptive
interest, there is little value in treating this full classification as
a set of predictors. For our purposes here it will be useful to
categorize respondents into three major clasp :s:

30



DIMENSIONS OF FAMILY BACKGROUND 17

Intact families (Th%)
Families broken by death (8%)
Families broken by divorce and similar causes (13%)

Interpersonal Relationships with Parents

The broken horns measure, like the other measures that have
been described thus far, is a relatively simple description of an
objective state of affairsa boy either lives with both parents, or
he does not because of death or other reasons. This dimension
may have many subtle ramifications, but our measurement of the
fact itself is entirely straightforward. Now we turn to a dif-
ferent level of conceptualization and measurement as we explore
the interpersonal relationships between tenth-grade boys and their
parents.

We set out to measure several dimensions of family relations
using indexes based on questionnaire items. One index, termed
parental contro', can be disposed of quickly; in preliminary anal-
yses this measure did not show any sort of relationship (linear or
curvilinear) with criterion dimensions. The four remaining in-
dexes deal with closeness to mother, closeness to father, parental
consultation with son, and parental punitiveness, these indexes were
moderately intercorrelated in preliminary analyses (absolute
values of r ranged from 28 to .43), and they related in parallel
ways to a number of criterion variables. Given this interrelation-

TABLE 2-5

RESIDENCE OF RESPONDENTS

Percent
Respondent Reside. With: Respondents

Natural mother and father 79

Mother And stepfather S

Father and stepmother 2

Stepmother and stepfather -

Mother only 6

Father only

Pother and other(s)C 2

Father and other(s)a

Others or missing data

'Others in this cases sr* tau by seaters of the extended
family, such as grandparents.
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18 YOUTH IN TRANSITION

ship, we explcred the r ,ssibility of conatrrcting a single general-
purpose measure of family relations. Our rationale and approach
were basically the same in this instance as in the development of
our measure of SEL it is a great deal simpler both theoretically
and analytically if we can use a single dimension to capture most
of the predictive power of its separate ingredients. Our conclu-
sion was that a composite measure would indeed prove useful.
The composite score was computed directly from the question-
naire items, as shown in Table 2-6.

The resulting scale of family relations was computed for
98 percent of all respondents (with the remaining 2 rercent not
available due to missing data). The scores were founa to approx-
imate a normal distribution. As an aid to later analyses, a brack-
eted version was developed by dividing the continuum of scores into
eight categories.

The scale contains 10 items having to do with parental pu-
nitiveness, and 11 items having to do with closeness to parents
and the feeling that parents are reasonable, The scale is thus
fairly evenly balanced between positively-worded and negatively-
worded items. The scoring of the negative items was reversed;
accordingly, a high score indicates a predominance of favorable
items. As we mentioned earlier, the measurement of family re-
lations is much less straightforward than the measurement of other
family background characteristics that have less emotional in-
volvement for the respondent. The subjective impressions of re-
spondents concerning natters in which they have a very large
emotional stake are always susoect. There is much room here
for subtle distortion and misinterpretation of response scales, and
all of this ..an occur quite. innocently and unintentionally. For thes
reasons, in our subsequent analyses we will find that questions of
validity are focused particularly on the measure of family relp.-
tions.

Fomily Religious Vo hies

Among the less tangible, but potentially important, aspects
of family life is the ideology that is passed on to children. By
intention or by accident, many values concerning religion and cit-
izenship are passed on from one generation to another; accordingly,
religious and political preferences are included among our meas-
ures of family background.

Reli;gfouq Preference. One questionnaire item, clearly label-
led "optional," asked each respondent to identify his own religious
preference. The next question asked, "How about the rest of your
family? Do tuey have the same church preference?" The over-
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TABLE 2-6

A COMIOSITE MEASURE OF FAMILY RELATIONS

A total of 21 queationruire items, listed below, were used to compute the
measure of family relations. The total score on this scale consists of the
mean of the scores for all available items, with up to five missing data cases
allowed; In other words, a respondent had to provide answers to at least 16 of
he 21 questions in order for a scale scare to be computed. The scores for
eech response are Indicated :n parentheses; score values (ranging from 1 to 5)
were assigned in such a way as to reduce distortion caused by missing data.

I Answering,a and
Score Vent (in
parentheses)

CLOSENESS TO FATHER

When you were growing up, how did you :eel about how
much affection you got from your father (or male
guardian)?

Wanted and got enough affection
Wanted slightly rore than I received
Wanted more than I received
Did not want affection from him

Bow often do you a,d your father (or wale guardian)
do things together th_i;.: you both enjoy -- things like

playing sports, or going to sporting events, or working
on things together?

Several times a week
About once a week
Once or twice a montn
Less than once a montl:

Bow Close do you feet to your fatter (or male guardisu)?

Extremely close
Quite close
Fairly clone
Not very close

Nov much do jou want to be like your fatter (or male
guardian) when you're an adult?

Very much like his
Somewhat like him
A little like him
Not very muc'a like his
Not at all like him

60 (4)

18 (3)

14 (2)

5 (1)

19 (5)

29 (4)

21 (3)

22 (2)

'1 (5)
3) (4)
19 (3)

8 (2)

26 (5)

36 (4)

18 (3)

1 (2)

6 (1)

'Percentages do not add to 100 because missing tits are not Rote! in this
table. Missing data never exceeded 82, and usually equalled 22 or 32.
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20 YOUTH IN TRANSITION

TABLE 2-6 (CONTINUED)

CLOSENESS TO MOTHER

2 Answering, and
Score Value (in
parentheses)

When you were growing up, how did you feel about
how much affection you got from your mother (or
female guardian)?

Wanted and got enough affection 72 (4)

Wanted .lightly more than I received 15 (3)

Wanted more than 1 received 7 (2)

Did not want affection from her 3 (1)

How close do you feel to your mother (or female
guardian))

Extremely close 42 (5)

Quite close 37 (4)

Fairly close 15 (3)

Not very close 3 (2)

How much do you want to be like the kind of person
your mother (or female guardian) is?

Very much 20 (5)

Somewhat 38 (4)

A little ^5 (3)

Not very much 9 (2)

Not at all 4 (1)

AMOUNT OF REASONING WITH SON

How much influence do you feel yol have in family decisions

that affect you?

A great deal of influence 19 (5)

Considerable influence 35 (4)

Moderate influence 26 (3)

Some influence (2)

Little or no influence 6 (1)

Next we would like to get some idea of how
often your parents (or guardians) do each
ci the following things: p..

A
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1
Il
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w
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Listen to your side of the argument 18 30 32 13 5

(5) (4) (3) (2) (1)

Talk over important decis:ors with you 12 32 34 14 5

(5) (4) (3) (a) (1)

Act fair and reallo"able in what they ask of you. .19 36 31 9 2

(5) (4) (3) (2) (1)
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TABLE 2-6 (CONTINUED)

PARENTAL PUNITIVENESS

Next we would like to get some idea of
how often your parents (or guardians)
do each of the follow'ng things:

Completely ignore you after you've done some-

C
la

440

2 Answering, and
Score Value (in
parenth:ses)

41
IS
C.

CO

V

thing wrong 3 9 19 35 31

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Act as if they don't care about you any more 3 6 14 26 48

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Disagree with each other when it comes to
raising y,u 4 10 22 32 29

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Actually slap you 2 7 19 31 39

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Take away your privileges (TV, movies, dates) 3 9 25 35 26

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Blame you or criticise you when you don't
deserve it 3 13 32 36 15

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Threaten to slap you 5 13 27 29 24

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Yell, shout ur scream at you 6 16 34 30 11

(I) (2) (3) (4) (5)

visagree about punishing you 3 ID 31 34 19

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Nag at you 6 16 31 29 16

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

35
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22 YOUTH IN TRANSITION

whelming majority indicated that the rest of the family have the
same preference. Four percent checked the "no" response, but
did not describe the differences in the space provided. Another
4 percent specified that some family member (father, mother, or
sibling) held a different view. Only 2 percent clearly indicated
that their personal religious viewpoint was inconsistent with the
preference of the majority of family members, and in a number
of these instances the differences lie within broad denominational
categories (e.g., a boy describing himself as Episcopalian when
the rest of his family Is Prosilterian). Even if we include the 4
percent who indicated some difference without specifying its nature,
there is only a very small group whose own religions views ari:
not the same as the dominant family pr?ference. The ch,se agree-
ment between our respondents' religious preferences and those of
the rest of the family led us to adopt the respondent's religious
preference as a suitable approximation for the family preference.7

-AbLE 2-7

RESPONDENTS' RELIGIOUS PREFF%ENCESa

Religion

Jewish

Roman Catholic, Eastern Orthodox

Percent of

AILESLUALE

3

2:
Baptist 22

Churches of Christ, Disciples
of Christ, United Church of Christ 6

Lutheran

Methodist li

Presbyterian 7

Episcopal 2

Other Protestant 4

Other and Missing Data 14

aTbe sequence of Protestant denominations is arbitrary, but
not random. Except for the "Other Protestant" category, the
denominations are arranged in order according to mean
socioeconomic level (see Figure 3 -3).

7Since we did not have a separate question asking the dominant fam-
ily religious viewpoiA, we had little choice in reaching this concusion.
It would have been possible to exclude from analysis those indi. ideals who
indicated some difference from the family position, but the mat: number
involved, and our uncertainty about which differences were important, led
us to decide against this step.

3



DIMENSIONS OF FAMILY BACKGROUND 23

After some exploration to determine the smallest set of categories
that would capture most of the information in this complex di-
mension, the coding scheme shown in Table 2-7 was adopted.

Parents' Political Preference. A series of optional clues-
tionnairt items asked respondents to indicate their own political
preference and that of each parent. Responses to these items
are shown in the first three columns of Table 2.8. There is a
strong association between boys' own political preferences and the
preferences they reported for their parents; however, the cor-
respondence is far from perfect. There is also considerable, but
not complete, agreement between the political views reported for
mothers and fathers. In view of this less than complete agree-
ment, it seemed best to characterize femily political preference
by using a composite measure reflecting both parents' political
views. Accordin,,ly, it was decided that a boy's family would be
characterized , "strongly Republican" if both parents were so
described; the family would be "mildly Republican" if at least one
parent were Rci ,hlican (either mildly or strongly) and if the other
parent were desci toed as not having a conflicting preference (i.e,
not "Democrat" or "Other"). hi a parallel way a boy's family was
labelled "strongly Democrat" only if both parents st )re in the
"strongly Democrat" category, and "mildly Democrat" families
were those ,.. which at least one parent was Democrat and the
other v,aF not in disagreement. There were, of course, many

TABLE 2-8

POLITICAL PREFEPENCES OF RESPONDENTS AND PARENTS

Poliical Preference Percent
Boys

Percent
Fathers

Percent

Mothers
"Family
Preference"WiTWPorted 1.) toys)

Strongl. Recvtlican 9 11 10 7

Mildly Republican 14 14 16 16

Mildly .. ,ct It 22 19 22 24

krongli D, ,ocrat 15 20 17 14

Other (please .rite in) 4 3 3 39a

Don' Kore 25 21 22

Kissing Data 11 12 10

aSee text frr de- riptten cf this category.
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24 YOUTH IN TRANSITION

other possible combinations; but the number of cases was often
small, and the meaning of such combinations was unclear. There-
fore, all families that could not be categorized as "strongly" or
"mildly" Republican or Democrat were placed in a single "Other"
class.8

Place of Residence

It is difficult at times to draw a clear distinction between
family background and other background conditions. This problem
is particularly troublesome when we deal with place of residence,
since differences in community and region are mingled with family
differences. Most troublesome for our study is the fact that sys-
tematic differences among school:3 are surely associated with dif-
ferent places of residence. Our present interest is in capturing
the effects of family background, ;-3c1 insofar as it is possible we
want to avoid contamination with school effects. We can achieve
at best only partial success in this effort, and even this involves
some degree of compromise and arbitrary decision.

We have several measures at our disposal relevant to our
respondents' places of residence. We have coded the location of
his school both in terms 01 broad region (Northeast, North Central,
South, or West) and in terms of community size. We also have
each respondent's report in the interview as to where he was
brought up.

We felt that the measures of school location would be par-
ticularly likely to relate to possible school (inferences and school
effects. Of course, not all regional differences between the boys
can be simply attributed to the school system. It is not clear,
for example, that regional differences in test scores are due to
school system differences. But it is at least equally unclear that
such ellicrences are due to family background. We decided, there-
fore, that the geographic region of the boy's school was not ap-
propriately included among our measures of family background;
the one exception to this decision is discussed in the following
c,ection.

Most of the "Other" cltss was comprised of the 19 percent who
specified "Don't Knov," for both parents, plus the 10 percent who left this
"Optional" item blank. There were relatively few cases of Democrat-
Republican splits between parents. One percent of our respondents reported
one parent strongly Democrat and the other strongly Republican; another
2 percent reported ono, parent strongly supporting one party while the
other was a mild supperter of the opposite party; and 4 percent reported
one parent mildly Republinan and the other mildly Democrat.
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DIMENSIONS OF FAMILY BACKGROUND 25

Where the respond: tit was brought up seems more clearly
appropriate as a family background measure. It is by no means
free from the sort of contamination discussed above; however, it
may have a good deal to do with family life, and on that basis we
decided to include it. The following response categories were
coded when young men were asked where they were brought up:
on a farm (7%), in the country but not on a farm (16%), in a town
(24%), in a small city (14%), and in a large city (39%).

Race as a Background Factor

It is not obvious that race ought to be considered as an
aspect of background. In an ideal world skin color might be of
no more importance in this sort of monograph than color of hair
or eyes. But in the United States in the 1960's there are large
differences between white and black families in levels of education,
occupation, income, housing, and many other such characteristics.
If these racial differences were not already abundantly documented,
our first examination of our data would have been sufficient to
make the case: black and white respondent' in our sample do
differ substantially in all these characteristics, and in criterion
dimensions such as test scores, occupational as?iration, and the
like (Bachman, 1968; Mednick, 1968).9

Despite the contemporary importance of racial differences
and the confirmation of them provided in our own data, there was
some question as to how best to deal with them in the study.

One possibility would have been to approach our study as an
ideal opportunity to examine racial differences and some of their
underlying social causes. Such differences appear in our data,
and we will shortly see that some crucial environmental factors
are related to them. It would be tempting to make rather broad
generalizations from some of our findings concerning racial dif-
ferences. However, our sample was not designed primarily for
this purpose, and the number and distribution of black respond-
ents is not adequate for it. Our overall sampling plan clustered
respondents in 87 schools, thus facilitating the study of school
effects and providing a reasonably accurate description of the total
population of boys in tenth grade. The sample design is less well
suited, however, to the description and comparison of small sub-
sets of the population, particularly when the subset is '.aced !n
a small number of schools. Only 256 of our 2213 respondents

9The racial identification for each respondent was provided by the
interviewer a post-interview information sheet. The measure is thus
Aservational, based on one person's perception.

39 ;



26 YOUTH IN TRANSITION

are black; more serious from a sampling standpoint is the fact
that over two-thirds of them are concentrated in only nine of our
sampled schools (with the remaining third scattered in 25 other
schools). In short, our ability to generalize accurately from the
black subsample is severely limited, and this argued against a
strong concentration on racial differences,

Another possibility, therefore, would have been to limit our
analysis and discussion to the 81 percent of respondents who are
white. Such a solution is saleit avoids one large complication
in an already complex analysis and eliminates the risk of reporJng
findings that can be misunderstood or distorted-14 ourselves or
by others. An all-white analysis would, however, be a less than
complete picture of tenth-grade boys and, even less acceptable,
it would withhold information that is important, if not precise.

The remaining possibility was to examine racial differences
in our sample with a clear understanding of their limitations. In
adopting this approach we did not discard useful ir...ormation, but
bore in mind the limits of its usefulness. At the very least, our
findings in this area may provide the basis for new hypotheses
which can be tested more thoroughly w4th samples designed for
that task.

Black Students in Integrated and Segregated Schools. More
than two-thirds of our black respondents are in schools which are
predominantly or entirely black; virtually all of our white respond-
ents are students 'n schools which are predominantly or entirely
white. Thus the different racial subgroups are served primarily
by different schools, and a clear danger exists that much of what
appears to be racial differences may In fact be the result of sdiool
differences. A preliminary exploration of this possibility was
undertaken by Mednick (1968); when she matched 60 black students
in integrated schools with an equal number of i White students from
the same schools, the differences in test scores between the two
groups were only a third the size of the gross differences between
all black and all white resper.dents in our study. The basic reason
for this reduction in difference is not clear, because many things
in addition to school were beir.:; matched in Iriednick's analysis.
But we certainly cannot overlook this possibility that the integrated
schools in our sample are nicr.-e effective as educational environ-
ments than the segregated schools.

Given the preliminary findings summarized above, we felt
that the anal) pis of racial differences in our sample would have
to deal separately with black students in segregated schools and
those in integrated schools. Ws also sound it necessary, for rea-
sons ctscussed in Chapter 4, to distinguish between the five black
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Gehools In the South and the four in the Northeast or
North Central regions. Accordingly we will use the five-category
classification vesented in Table 2-9 whenever we examine racial
differences among our 2213 respondents.

TABLE 2-9

RACIAL SUBGROUPS: FIVE-CATEGORY VARIABLE

AE229.151Lt Weighted Cases

White 1912 (96.42) 2177 (86.61)

Black in integrated School' 73 (3.32) 79 (3.17)

Black in Northern Segregated Schools 72 (3.32) 72 (2.92)

Black in Southern Segregated School' 111 (5.02) 140 (5.62)

Other 45 (2.02) 46 (1.82)

&The decision about which schools should be termed black segregated vas
based on the distribution of percent of white students in our school.. A
"natural" break in the distribution permitted us to drew the line in such
a way that none of the nine "segregated" schools has more than ten percent
whites, while none of the "Integrated" schools has fever than forty percent
whites (and most arp predominantly white).

A Note on the Selection and Construction of Background Measures

We have mentioned preliminary analyses that were used to
check on the usefulness of some measures. We set out to ex-
amine family background with t1-.e idea clearly in mind that some
measures would prove more reliable, valid, n.nd useful than others.
We have chosen in this monograph to concentrate upon those back-
ground dimensions which show promise of being predictively use-

ful in our study. We do not assert that these are the only "true"
representations of socioeconomic level, family relations, and the
like. Likewise, we do not assert that aspects of family background
omitted from this chapter are of no value. Some we did not try
to measure; others we did not measure well, or for other reasons
they did not add to our ability to explain variation In our criterion
dimensions. The pattern of relationships we report reflects the
idiosyncrasies of our sample, and another sample would be ex-
pected to show some differences in relationships as well as in
descriptive levels of each dimension measured. But this, in our
opinion, is inherent in sampling; the effect of our preliminary
analyses is only to exclude unsticcessful measures from presen-
tation. There is no implication of flawless selection and pre-
diction.
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28 YOUTH IN TRANSITION

Summary

This chapter describes a set of general dimensions designed
to capture much of what is importantand measurablein the fam-
ily background of adolescent boys. The following eight dimensions
have been selected for analysis:

1. Socioeconomic level (SEL), a composite measure made
up of father's occupational status, parents' education, and family
possessions.

2. Number of siblings, an eight-point scale ranging from
zero to seven or more.

3. Broken home, a three-way classification indicating wheth-
er a respondent's family is intact, broken by death, or broken by
divorce or similar causes.

4. Family relations, an index of 21 items dealing with re-
lationships between respondents and their parents.

5. Religious preference, a categorization of the respond-
ent's religious preference.

6. Parents' political preference, a derived measure which
combines parents' preferences into five categories: strongly Re-
publican, mildly Republican, mildly Democrat, strongly Democrat
and other.

7. Community size, the respondent's report of whether he
was brought up on a farm, in the country but not on a farm, in
a town, in a small city, or in a large city.

8. Race, a classification of respondents as follows: all
whites, blacks in integrated schools, blacks in northern segregated
schools, blacks in southern segregated schools, all others.

In addition to presenting the dimensions of family background,
this chapter has indicated how our sample of respondents is dis-
tributed along each scale. We have not yet considered the extent
to which these background dimensio.,s are interrelated. We turn
our attention to this matter in the next chapter.
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Chapter 3

INTERRELATIONSHIPS AMONG

BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS

Background ,:naracteristics do not operate in isolationthey
are interrelated. In our sample, if a boy states that his religious
preference is Jewish, it is very likely that his family socioeco-
nomic level is above average, that he has only one or two siblings,
and that he was brought up in a city or suburb. To take another
example, those in our sample v'-io are black and who go to seg-
regated schools in the South r c far below the average socioeco-
nomic level, have a relatively large number of siblings, and are
predominantly Methodist or Baptist. These findings are not new
or surprising; they simply illustrate the point that family back-
ground characteristics tend to be interrelated. We have already
taken some account of the close association between parents' edu-
cation, father's occupation, and possessions in the home all these
ingredients have been combined in the measure of socioeconomic
level (SEL) described in Chapter 2. In this chapter we turn our
attention to interrelationships among SEL and other major dimen-
sions of family background.

The form of analysis presented in this chapter is straight-
forward. As a preliminary step, bivariate (two-way) frequency
tables were produced for each pairing of our eight background
variables; the 28 resulting tables are presented in Appendix C.
After an inspection of the tables, a number of one-way analyses
of variance were carried out. Tly results of these analyses are
presented in the figures that follow.1

--The one-way analysis of variance produces several useful statistics:
1) It provides means and stn Aard deviations for one variable (Y) within
each category of another variable (X). 2) It provides the statistics Eta
and Eta2. "Eta is the correlation ratio and indicates the ability of the
predictor using the categories given to explain variation in the dependent
variable. Eta2 indicates the proport'in of the total b urn of squares explain-
able by the predictor ' (A.xlrews, al., 1967).

29
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chapters. A discussion of this format and the rationale for using shaded
bars in the background are presented in Appendix E. The reader may wish to

examine that appendix briefly before prozeding further.
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BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS 31

Socioeconomic Level and Family Size

Family size gets steadily smaller as we go from low to high
socioeconomic levels. However, the association between family
size and SEL is not a simple straight line, as the data presented
in Figure 3-1 indicate. About half of our respondents have two
or fewer siblings, and within this range there is no association
between family size and SEL. As the number of siblings reaches
three and increases up to seven or more, there is a steady de-
crease in mean SEL.

It may occur to the reader, as it did to us, that any appar-
ent predictive value of family size may in fact be nothing more
than a reflection of that variable's close association with SEL.
As we will document in later chapters, this turns to be not en-
tirely true. While SEL and number of siblings ,re indeed re-
lated, they are also sufficiently different to make it quite worth-
while to retain number of siblings as a separate characteristic
of family background.

Broken Home Related to Socioeconomic Level and Family Size

One might well expect that the socioeconomic level of broken
home s would be lower than that of intact homes. As Figure 3-2
indicates, this is true of homes that are broken due to divorce or
separation. We cannot say with any certainty whether divorce
"causes" lower SEL to a greater degree than low SEL "causes"
divorce. But while homes broken by divorce or separation are
relatively low in SEL, those broken by death are not.

The likelihood of a broken home is related also to family
size. Respondents with no siblings are relatively more likely to
come from families broken by death or divorce. Except for this
category, however, there is a positive relationship between family
size and divorcethe more siblings a boy has the more likely it
is that his parents are divorced or separated. As we might expect,
there is no parallel relationship between family size and death of
parents.2

In summary, it is important to maintain the distinction be-
tween homes broken by death and those broken by divorce or sep-
aration. With relatively few exceptions, homes broken by death
are no very different from intact families in terms of socioeco-
nomic level or number of siblings. On the other hand, divorce
or separation tends to appear more often in families that are large
and which are low in socioeconomic level.

-2The data relating broken home to family size are press nt n6 a
part of Appendix C.
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NOTE: The line connecting categories is not meant to imply any sort of
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:igures are noted in Appends E.

48.



BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS 33

Family Relations Versus Other Background Factors

Do the family characteristics reviewed thus far have any
implication for interpersonal relationshipsparticularly relation-
ships with parents? It does appear that our measure of family
relations is associated with other family characteristics, although
the relationships are not strong. There is a small but steady
increase in positive family relations as SEL increases from the
lowest to highest category; the higher the SEL, the more positive
the family relations (Eta = .12).3

When it comes to family size, those boys with no siblings
or one sibling get along best with their parents; as the number
of siblings increases beyond one, there is a gradual decrease in
the quality of family relations (Eta = .13).

Boys report poorer than average relationships between them-
selves and their parents in homes broken by divorce or separation.
This finding by itself may not be surprisingafter all, family re-
lationships are likely to be different if one parent (usually the
father in our sample) is missing. Indeed, the basis for computing
the family relations measure is altered slightly if the "closeness
to father" items are missing from the index score. What is sur-
prising is the fact that along this dimension there is no systematic
difference between boys who have lost a pal ent by death and those
whose families are intact. 4

Background Correlates of Religious Preference

Figure 3-3 presents n ean family socioeconomic level for
each category of a respondent's religious preference. Mean SEL
is high for the small subgroup of Jewish respondents (N = 59),
about average for Catholics, and also about average for those
the missing data category. Protestant denominations cover a wide
range of socioeconomic levels. Baptists have a mean SEL which
is about half a standard deviation below the sample mean. Church
of Christ, Lutheran, Methodist, and Presbyterian denominations
range (respectively) from slightly below to somewhat above the
mean SEL for the total sample. Episcopalian respondents (N
51) show the highest mean SEL of any religious subgroupnearly
a full standard deviation above the sample mean.

to is the correlation ratio we report when categorical predictors
are ustd. It can be interpreted as similar to the product-moment cor-
relation, r, except that Eta is not restricted k linear relationships and
Eta never takes a negative value (even when the relationship is inverse).

4The data relating broken home to family relations are presented
as a part of Appendix C.
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Religious preference is related to family size in Figure 3-
4. The Jewish subgroup departs most clearly from the total sam-
ple, with respondents reporting an average of 1.5 siblings. Cath-
olics in our sample are just about equal to the total sample with
an average of 3.2 siblings. Average numbers of siblings for the
Protestant denominations range from 3.3 for Baptists to 2.5 for
Episcopalians.

The frequency of broken homes due to divorce or separation
is 12.6 percent for the total sample. This percentage varies some-
what from one religious subgroup to another, but the differences
are rather small on the whole. The one exception is the sub-
group of Jewish respondents; only one out of the 59 reported his
family broken by divorce.

Background Correlates of Political Preference

Figure 3-5 shows the relationship of family political pref-
erence to socioeconomic level. Republican families are slightly
above average hi SEL. Republican families also have fewer chil-
dren and are a bit less likely to have been disrupted by divorce;
however, these differences are very small indeed.

Political preferences in our sample do differ accordmg to
religion. The great majority of Jewish and Catholic families that
can be classified on the Democrat-Republican scale are Democrats.
Among Protestants the proportions of Democrats and Republicans
shift in a way that corresponds to differences in socioeconomic
level; Baptists are more often Democrats than Republicans, but
with Episcopalians the reverse is clearly the cas^Republicans
outnumber Democrats.

One other background factor we found related to political
preference is race. As we shall see below, an overwhelming
pro9ortion of the black families in our sample are Democrats
rather than Republicans.

Community Size Re toted to Other Background Factors

Figure 3-6 relates socioeconomic level to respondents' re-
ports of the size of the community in which they were raised.
Being raised on a farm is associated with the lowest mean SEL,
and the next lowest mean SEI is found for those respondents who
were brougl t up In the country but not on a farm. A parallel
relationship appears between number of siblings and community
size; those raised on farms report the largest families, and those
brought up in the ccuntry report the next largest families.
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Racial Differeaces in family Bockgrourvi

We argued in the last chapter that black respondents in our
sample must be considered in several distinct categories that re-
late to different school experiences. We also stressed the lim-
itations in generalizing from our small sample of black respond-
ents. With both these considerations in mind, let us examine
some of the background differences reli.`ed to our five-category
race variable.

As Figure 3-7 indicates, the socioeconomic level of southern
blacks in segregated schools (N = 111) is far below that of the
whites. Blacks in integrated schools (N = 73) and those in north-
ern segregated schools (N = 72) are identical in average SEL;
their level is lower than that of whites, but it is much higher than
the SET, for blacks in southern segregated schools. The SEL for
our handful of subjects in other racial minorities is also low; they
are not on the average as poor as the southern segregated blacks,
but they are less well off than other blacks.

Family size for racial subgroups is shown in Figure 3-8.
Whites lave the smallest families on the average, while blacks
in southern segregated schools have the largest numbers of sib-
lings. The pattern in Figure 3-7 (SEL and race) shows a strong
inverse relationship with that in Figure 3-8 (family size and race).
This is scarcely surprising when we recall the inverse relation-
ship between sibship size and SEL. At a more detailed level,
however, there are some interestilig differences between racial
patterns for SEL and those for family size. In terms of SEL,
blacks in the North and/or in integrated schools are much more
similar to whites than to southern segregated blacks. On the other
hand, the family size of integrated blacks is about midway between
that of whites and that of segregated blacks, and segregated blacks
ir the North are not very different In family size f- am their south-
ern counterparts.

The frequenc'y of broken homes die to divorce shows a trend
similar to the findings for family size. While 10 percent of the
white respondents teportthat they are not living with both natural
parents due to divorce or separation, the corresponding percent-
ages are 23 for integrated blacks, 29 percent for segregated blacks
in the North, and 33 percent for segregated blacks in the South.

Family relations reported by respondents are very similar
for all racial subgroups. Major racial differences in religious
and political preferences can be summarized briefly. Well over
half of all black respondents who express a religious preference
are Baptistsa proportion that is roughly the same for the several
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subgroups of blacks. The proportion of Baptists among whites is
about 20 percent. Family political preference is overwhelmingly
Democrat among black families; the Democratic Party is prefer-
red over the Republican Party on a 10-to-1 basis by those in
northern and/or integrated schools, whereas for those in southern
segregated schools the ratio is 2-to-I. The Democratic Party is
also dominant in white family preferences, but in this case the
edge over the Republican Party is only 3-to-2.5

The data concerning community size are extremely unreli-
able, since most of our black respondents are clustered in a hand-
ful of locations (corresponding to a handful of segregated schools).
It may be useful to note that in our sample the rural-urban dis-
tribution of integrated blacks is roughly the same as that for
whites, with a few less blacks on farms and a few more in large
cities. Two-thirds of the northern segregated blacks in our sam-
ple were raised in large cities, with practically none raised on
farms or in the country. Roughly one-third of the southern seg-
regated blacks in our sample were raised on farms or in the
country, another third in towns or small cities, and the remaining
third in large cities.

These findings clearly confirm that differences in r;.o: are
associated with a number of other background differences. It is
also clear that black respondents in several categories of school
experience are different from each other in a number of important
ways. Perhaps most striking are the differences in socioeconomic
level when black students in southern segregated schools are com-
pared with all other blacks.

Summary

In some ways this chapter has been a demonstration of the
obvious fact that background factors are interrelated. Large fam-
ilieJ and lower socioeconomic level tend to go hand in handat
least when the total number of children exceeds three. Disruption
due to divorce or separation is relatively more frequent in large
families and those low in SEL, but the same relationships do not
appear for disruption due to the death of a parent. Family trier-
personal relationships are slightly better in small families and
those high in SEL; relationships are poorer in homes broken by

5The ratios given here are based upon only that subset of the re-
spondents (about 65%) who arswered the relevant items in such a way as
to be categorized on our family political preference variable (see Chapter
2. page 23).
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divorce. Relatively high SEL is associated with Republican fam-
ilies, and with those having certain religious preferences (Jewish,
Presbyterian, Lutheran, Episcopal). Families of respondents rais-
ed on farms are larger and are relatively low in socioeconomic
level. Finally, black respondents are lower than whites in SEL,
have more siblings, and are more likely to have experienced a
home broken by divorce or separation. These relationships, while
true for blacks in general, tend to be particularly strong when we
focus on those who are students in southern segregated schools.

The analyses in this chapter have revealed that interrelation-
ships among background factors are qnite complex. This suggests
the need for multivariate techniques in predicting to criterion di-
mensions from these family background characteristics. We turn
our attention to this problem in the next chapter.
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Chapter 4

INTELLECTUAL APTITUDES

AND ABILITIES

Intelligence is among the most troublesome concepts used
by social scientists today. Part of the trouble arises from a lack
of general agreement as to exactly what intelligence means. How
do we define it? Is intelligence understood as merely that which
an intelligence test measuresan operational definition? Or does
the concept of intelligence reach further to tap some underlying
trait in man that is only partially captured by any particular test
at a given point in time? Is it bettor to treat intelligence as one
general concept or as a number of distinct components?

Even if we could agree about what we mean by intelligence,
questions would remain about its causes. To what extent is intel-
ligence (or perhaps performance on a particular intelligence test)
a function of inheritance, and to what extent is it shaped by en-
vironmental exposure? It seems clear that advantages of inher-
itance go hand in hand with advantages in environmentthe off-
spring of highly educated parents are likely to display above av-
erage intelligence because of both nature and nurture. Thus any-
thing short of experimental manipulation will leave heredity and
environment confounded.

These problems are serious, but they are by no means unique
to the concept of intelligence. The definition and measurement of
many other personality dimensions treated in this monograph are
equally problematic. Why then is there an unusual amount of
sensitivity attached to the treatment of Intelligence? Perhaps
because of its importancenot only for social scientists but for
the general public. Intelligence, and tests of intellectual ability,
are given great emphasis in a person's life, particularly as a
basis for entry into jobs and access to higher education. In fact,
many critics have argued that theae tests receive far too much
emphasis and their uss In education and business is excessive
and harmful.

Controversy concerning intelligence and testing is particu-
larly acute. when issues of racial differences and discrimination

45
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are involved. The interpretations and judgments underlying our
own treatment of data relevant to these matters are well sum-
marized by the following quotation:

The evidence of four decades of research on this problem (the
relationship of race to intelligence) can be readily summarized.
There are marked differences in intelligence test scores when one
compares a random sample of whites and Negroes. What is equally
clear is that little definitive evidence exists that leads to the con-
clusion that such differences are innate. The evidence points over-
whelmingly to the fact that when one complies Negroes and whites
of comparable cultural and educational background, differences in in-
telligence teat scores diminish markedly; the more comparable the
background, the less the difference. . .

Social inequalities deprive large numbers of black people of
social, economic, and educational advantages available to a great
majority of the white population. The existing social structures pre-
vent black and white people even of the same social class from
leading comparable lives. In light of these conditions, it is obvious
that no scientific discussion of racial differences can exclude an
examination of political, historic, economic, and psychological factors
which are inextricably related to racial differences. (SPSSI Council,
1969) ,

Measures of Intellectual Aptitude and Ability'
A number of measures of intellectual ability were included

in our data collection. The complete battery of tests and the
rationale underlying their selection are presented elsewhere (Bach-
man, et al., 1967); a brief summary of the measures will be ad-
equate for present purpoees.2

Quick Test of Intelligence (QT). The Ammons Quick Test
is a brief, individually administered test designed to measure
general intelligence (Ammons and Ammons, 1962). The Quick Test
has three forms, all of which were given at the end of the inter-
view (administration time for all three forms ranged from six to
ten minutes). Each form consists of a list of fifty words ordered
according to increasing difficulty, accompanied by a stimulul plate
on which there are four line drawings. The test administrator

tAll test scores are, of course, measures of abilities existing at the
time that the respondents took the tests. However, the same scores can
also be viewed as measures of aptitaeespecially scholastic aptitude.
Accordingly, we do not classify our measures as exclusively aptitude or
ability measuresthey are in fact bcth, and we find it most useful to treat
them that way.

2Dr. Martha T. Medntck selected this battery of tests. Tier analyses
of test data (cited below) and her suggestions have contributed importantly
to the present chapter.
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(interviewer) reads each word to the respondent, who answers by
pointing to one of the four pictures. For example, the word
"building" would lead the respondent to point to a picture which
included a house, or the word "disaster" might involve pointing
to a picture of an auto accident, An item cardboard which lists
all fifty items is handed to the respondent so that he may read
along as the interviewer presents the items; it is not necessary,
however, that the respondent be able to read the stimulus words.

The Quick. Test seemed well-suited to our purposes for sev-
eral reasons. As noted above, it does not require reading ability
or a written response. It is individually administered, thus avoid-
ing some of the problems that can occur in group-administered
tests. Finally, it is practical for administration by interviewers
with no previous experience in test administration

Gates Test of Reading Comprehension. A portion of the
Gates Reading Survey (1958) was included in the group-adminis-
tered test battery as a measure of reading achievement. The test
consists of 21 short passages arraiged in order of increasing dif-
ficulty. The respondent's task is to insert two or three words
into each passage, selecting each insertion from a list of five
possibilities. A total of 20 minutes was allowed, which proved to
be more than adequate for nearly all respondents.

General Aptitude Test BatteryPart J: Vocabulary (GATB-J).
This test is part of the well standardized multifactor test battery
developed by the United States Employment Service for vocational
counseling (Super, 1957). The vocabulary test consists of 60 sets
of four words each. Each set of words includes two which have
either the same meaning or opposite meanings; the respondent is
required to pick the correct pair from each set of four. The
total time permitted was five minutes; since many respondents
did not finish in this period, speed must be considered one of the
components of successful performance In this test.

A Note on "Culture fair" Measures of Intellectual Ability.
The battery included a number of tests in addition to those de-
scribed above. It was intended to cover a range from tests which
are strictly meast.res of educational outcome to those which are

3The original Quick Test Manual (Ammons and Ammons, 1962) pro-
vides norms for ccnverting raw scores into IQ scores. The IQ conversion
has the advantage of correcting a slight skewness in raw scores (a "ceiling
effect'). However, such norms are subject to chrnge; at least one such
mcdification has already taken place for the Quick Test (Ammons and Am-
mons, 1966). In the present volume, the Quick Test data used are raw
scores (t.e., number of correct answers).
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least dependent on schooling (Bachman, et al., 1967, pp. 64-66).
Among those considered less dependent on schooling (and thus more
culture-fair) was a iive-minute test made up of matrix items sim-
ilar to those in Raven's Progressive Matrices Test (1951). As
Mednick (1957, 1969) has reported, scores on this matrices test
are highly correlated with those on the more conventional tests
of intellectual ability. More important, Mednick (1968) concluded
that this test turned out to be just as sensitive to rulture vari-
ables (i.e., just as "culture-unfair") as did our other tests. In
short, our preliminary investigations indicated that our efforts to
obtain a culture-fair test were not successful.

A Measure of Job Information. At the time our test bat-
tery was developed, we were unable to discover any standardized
test of job information or occupational information. We consider
such knowledge to be an important factor in occupational and ed-
ucational decisions and undertook to develop a brief test of job
information. The test consists of 25 items, of the true-false and
multiple-choice types, dealing with what it is like to be in an
occupation (e.g., income, status, and working hours), and also with
the requirements for entering an occipation (e.g., educational abil-
ity).4

By definition one's level of job information is neither an
intellectual aptitude nor ability. Nevertheless, the actual measure
of job information turns out to be so highly related to our meas-
ures of intellectual ability that we must question whether the job
information test measures anything independent of general intel-
ligence.

Interrelationships Among Measures of Intellectual Ability.
Scores on the four tests mentioned above are highly iiitetcorre-
lated, as shown in Table 4-1. In particulars, the Quick Test, the
GATB-J Vocabulary test, and the Gates reading test are very
closely related. Mednick (1969) has reported relationships be-
tween each of these test scores and a number of other dimensions;
the patterns of correlations are highly similar. It seems likely
then that the combination of family background factors that pre-
dicts to one of these tests will be quite similar to that for the
other tests. We will concentrate much of our attention In this
chapter on the Quick Test; later we will note the similarity of
findings for the other three tests.

4Shortly after otr test of job information had been developed and
administered, we discovered that a parallel eicect had been carried out
during the same perio0 by Herbert S. Parnes and his associates at the
Center for Human Resource Research at the Ohio State University. A de-
scric,,ion of Ptrnes' Occupatioial Information Test and a report of borne
of its correlates are presented by Pernes et al., (1969).
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TABLE 4-1

INTERRELATIONSHIPS AMONG MEASURES OR INTELLECTUAL ABILITY

49

Test Mean Standard

Deviation
Product-Moment
Correlation

1. 2. 3.

1.

2.

3.

4.

Quick Teat

GATb -J Vocabulary

Cates Reading

Job information Test

108.5

18.9

36.0

16.7

12.5

6.6

6.2

3.4

.68

.66

.56

.71

.57 .60

Background Factors Related to the Quick Test

We have emphasized the interrelationships among background
factors, and the consequent need for multivariate techniques to
examine the relationship of each background factor to other di-
mensionsincluding imellectual ability. In the flex.. section we
will introduce such multivariate procedures in predicting scores
on the Quick Test (QT); first, however, we will examine separately
the gross relationship between each background hctor and the
Quick Test.

Figure 9-1 shows the strong positive correlation (Eta = .44)
between QT scores and socioeconomic level. Although this finding
was to be expected, it is nevertheless very important; throughout
the remainder of this monograph we will have to deal carefully
with the fact that advantages tr. lama/ SEL are followed by ad-
vantages in intellectual ability. Indeed, we will sometimes find
that some positive relationships between SEL and other criterion
dimensions can be interpreted as occurring "through" intelligence.

We noted in Chapter 3 that large families tend to be lower
in SEL (see Figure 3-1). A very similar relationship appears
when family size is related to QT scores, as shown in Figure
4-2. Those respondents with just one sibling have the highest
mean QT score, and as the number of siblings increases beyond
one there is a steady decrease in mean QT (Eta = ,33). This
similarity suggests that family size might be simply a substitute
for SEL. To put it another way, if we already knew a respond-
ent's SEL, would we predict his QT score better U we also knew
his family size? Data presented later show that some of the re-
lationship between family size and QT cannot be explained in terms
of SEL. It appears that family size is related to test scores for
other reasons as well.
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FIGURE 4-1
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FIGURE 4-2
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In contrasting QT scores for respondents in broken versus
intact families, we find again that families broken by death are
quite different from those broken by divorce or separation. As
Figure 4-3 indicates, there is a modest difference in mean QT
scores (about five points) between respondents in intact families
and those in families broken by divorce or separation. On the
other hand, QT scores for boys in families broken by death are
nearly identical to scores for boys f:om intact families. We noted
earlier (see Figure 3-2) that lower mean SEL occurs only in those
broken homes caused by divorce or separatinn. Given that a par-
allel pattern has been found for QT scores, it will be important
to examine whether any of the "broken home effect" remains after
taking account of SEL.

The relationship between Quick Test scores and the family
relations scale is presented in Figure 4-4. There is relatively
little association between the two measures (Eta = .16). There
is, in general, a slight tendency for higher QT scores to occur
in families characterized as having more positive relations, but
this tendency is reversed at the extremes of the family relations
scale. At the one extreme, a respondent who characterizes his
relationships with parents in the most glowing terms possible is
a bit less likely to be highly intelligent than a boy who describes
his family relations as strongbut not extremely so. At the other
extreme, those boys who characterize their family relations in the
worst possible terms are up at the average level of QT, while
respondents describing fairly poor family relations tend to be a
bit below average on the QT. We are, however, very suspicious,
about that slight curvilinear pattern. It may be, for example, that
the most intelligent respondents are more critical and are less
likely to be extreme in their praise of family or other aspects of
their lives. In short, it seems as plausible that QT differences
influence slightly responses on the family relations scale, as in
turn, those family relationsas we measured theminfluence in-
telligence.

Figure 4-5 shows that Quick Test scores differ according
to religious preference (Eta = .26). Jewish respondents are sub-
stantially above average in QT sn*.ires, Catholics are about average,
and Protestants cover a range of mean scores. Those in Baptist
and Church of Christ denominations score a bit lower than the
total sample; Methodists are about average; and Lutherans, Prer;-
byteriens, and Episcopalians score highest among Protestants.
This pattern of relationships closely parallels that between reli-
gious preference and socioeconomic level (Figure 3-3).
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FIGURE 4-3
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There is only a small relationship between family political
preference and QT scores (see Figure 4-6). Those respondents
in mildly Republican families have the highest QT score, those in
strongly Democratic families --re lowest (Eta = .13). Here as be-
fore, the relationships with the QT are very simila- to those fouLd
for SEL.

Community size is related to QT scores only for respond-
ents raised on farms or in the country (see Figure 4-7). QT
scores for those raised on farms average about five points lower
than the gram' mean, while those raised in the country but not on
farms are about two points under the grand mean (Eta = .17).
As we notes' in the preceding chapter. mean SEL is also lowest
for respondents raised on farms cr in the country.

Racial Differences in Quick Test Scores. In the last chapter
we stated that black respondents are lower in SEL and have mom,
siblings than whites; moreover, these relationships art partic'ilar-
ly strong when we focus on the half of cu." black sample who are
in southern segregated schools. Since SEL is strongly related to
OT scores. and since b:acks are lower in family FEL than whites,
we would elpect on this basis alone to fird Some racial differences
in the QT. Indeed, racial differences in the QT do appear (see
Figure 4-8), and they aro somewhat parallel to the racial differ-
ences in SEL (see Figure 3-7).

Are the racial differences in the quick Test nothing more
than a "reflection" of the family's socioeconomic level? The ev-
idence already presented suggests they are not. If the racial dif-
ferencas in test scores were simply a reflection of SEL we would
expect the pattern relating race to QT (Figure 4-8) to be a watered
down version of the pattern relating race to SEL (Figure 3 -7)
"watered down" because QT is only partially predictable from SEL.
In fact just the opposite is the case. In our samplf , race is more
strongly associated with QT scores (Eta = .46) than it is with SEL
(Eta = .29). It would thus be impossible to account for all of our
test score differences In terms of SEL. In particular, we will
shortly see evidence indicating that the pattern of low test scores
by blacks in southern segregated schools is not dramatically re-
ditced by cortrelling SEL.

Muitivariotv Analyses of Background Factors and Test Scores

We have found thus far that Quick Test scores are strongly
related to socioeconomic level. We tu.ve also seen that other
background factors are related to QT scoresand in very much
the same way that they are related to SEL. Such findings have
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raised a fundamental question: after we have taken account of
SEL, do the other background factors add anything new or unique
to our ability to understand or predict QT scores. We will begin
our answer to this question by predicting to QT scores that have
had the effects of SEL removed (i.e., controlled statistically).
Later we will examine more complex forms of analysis which
handle a number of predictors simultaneously.

Prediction to Quick Test with SEL Controlled. It is a rel-
atively simple matter to create a new variable representing QT
scores "net of SEL"that is, a variable representing the extent
to which an individual's QT score is above or below what would
be expectea for someone with his family's SEL. A glance at Fig-
ure 4-1 will remind us of two things: first, as we move up the
six categories of SEL there is a steady increase in mean level
of QT scores; second, there is still a good deal of variation in
QT scores within each category of SEL. It follows then that re-
moving the effects of SEL will make an important difference, but
it also follows that there is muck remaining variation in QT scores
to be exrlained after SEL is re.noved. Our "QT net of SEL" score
is calculated in a straightforward fashion: beginning with an in-
dividual's actual QT score, we then subtract the mean QT score
for his SEL category; the resulting (or residual) score indicates
the extent to which his QT performance is above (if the resulting
score if positive) or below (if negative.) tl,e score predicted on
the basis of SEL.5

We are now in a position to see which family background
factors are related to QT net of SEL. We find that most of the
original relationships with QT scores are cut roughly in half when
SEL is removed. A good example of this effect Is presented in
Figure 4-9; the relationship between family size and QT (solid
line) reappears in attenuated form when family size is related to
QT net of SEL (broken line). In other words, the predictive or
explanatory value of family size is reduced, but not completely
eliminated, when SEL is giv..m first chance in predicting QT scores.

For those unfamiliar with 1.1.4:3 sort of procedure, an illustration m:y
help to clarify it. Consider two individuals, "A" tu,d "B", each with a
QT score of )06. A is in SEL category two (ne.-*. to lowest) while B is
In SEL category four. A's QT net of 5E11 score is equal to 106 minus
101.9 (the mean SEL for all respondents In SEL category two), or 4.1.
Ws score is 106 minus 110.8 (the mean for SEL category four), or minus
4.8. In other wordy A's score of 106 on the QT is about four points
iligher than would be expected from knowing h;s SEL whereas B's score
of L06 is nearly five points lower than his SEL would lead us to predict.
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(Of course, we have not established that SEL should be given first
chance in prediction; we will turn to that issue later in this chap-
ter.)

A number of other relationships may be summarized quickly.
The difference in QT scores between boys in intact families and
those broken by divorce is reduced from about five points to less
than titres, when SEL is controlled. Relationships between reli-
gious preference and QT remain in attenuated form when SEL is
controlled (Eta is reduced from .26 to .12). Other effects of
looking at QT net of SEL aro as follows: (a) Boys raised on
farms average about two QT points below the grand mean, but all
other differences related to community size disappear. (b) The
already small association between QT and family rei:tions is re-
duced to the point of having no practical importance. (c) Sim-
ilarly, the relationship between family political preference and QT
becomes very small; the largest departures from the grand mean
are just over one QT point.

Racial differences with SEL controlled are presented in Fig-
ure 9-10. The figure provides a contrast between (a) racial dif-
ferences with no statistical controls and (b) those same differences
with SEL controlled. Controlling SEL leads to a reduction in
black-white differences in all three subcategories of black re-
spondents; however, a very large discrepancy remains between
whites and those blacks in our sample wh.) are in southern seg-
regated schools.

Multiple Classification Analysis. We have thus far used a-
nalysis techniques that deal with only one or two variables at a
time. When a question involved more than two variables, we re-
duced it to a sequence of tiro-variable relations. For example,
m order to look at the relationship between race and QT with SEL
controlled, we first used two variables (QT ane. SEL) to build a
single new variable ("QT net of SEL"), and then related that new
variable to race. However, more complex analyses, such as pre-
dicting the Q7' using SEL and family size and religious preference,
require sophisticated multivariate techniques. One technique, par-
ticularly well-suited to our purposes, is Miltiple Classification
Analysis (MCA).6

Our purpose in this section is to describe MCA and provide
some examples of the ways in watch we will use it. In doing so
we have chosen to present MCA primarily in terms of what it can

6The discussion to follow draws heavily on I everal other descriptions
of Multiple Classification Analysis: Andrews, Morgan and Sonquist (3ik67),
Blau and Duncan (1967), Sonquist (1969), and Barfield and Morgan (1959).
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do for us, with less emphasis on exactly how it does it. For those
who wish it, a more complete discussion of the MCA model and
the corresponding computer progrim is available (Andrews, et al.,
1967).

We noted in Chapter 1 that this monograph is designed to
be read by those with limited statistical training. The present
section is likely to prove a bit demanding for some, in spite of
our efforts to present MCA in simple ond intuitively meaningful
terms. In our judgment, this chapter and the rest of the monograph
will be best understood by those who do familiarize themselves
with MCA, as discussed in the present section. On the other hand,
it is quite possible for a reader to "take our word for it" when
it tomes to interpreting multivariate analyses; those who prefer
this approach may wish to skip ahead to the next major section,
which deals with racial differences i. Quick Test scores.

MCA permits us to predict a criterion dimension, say QT
scores, using a number of background factors (or predictor di-
mensions) simultaneously. The procedure operates as follows:
we begin with the mean of QT scores for all respondents (the
grand mean)this represe its our best guess about any individual's
QT score if we know nothing else about him. Then from that
starting point we make adjustments upward or downward according
to whatever information we have about the individual. These ad-
justments to the grand mean represent the effects of that indi-
vidual's backgroundhow he ranks along the predictor dimensions
under consideration. In essence, the procedure calls for computing
mean criterion stores for each category of a predictor dimension;
thus it is analogous to the sort cf .11alyEes displayed in Figures
4-1 through 4-8. The difference is that MCA provides an estimate
of the effect of each predictor as if it were rates rrelated with all
other predictors. To put it another \ray, when MCA is examining
the affects of a particular predictor category (e.g., the category
"seven or more siblings') it estimates what the effects of that
category would he if other background factors (e.g., race and SEL)
were distributed within t..at category exactly as they are for the
total sample.

For example, consider a respondent with the following char-
acteristics:

(a) he is black and attending a southern segregated school
(category 4 on our five-category race variable).

(b) he is in the next to lowest (second) f mily SEL category,
and

(c) he has five siblings.
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On the average, black respondents in southern segregated
schools are 21.4 QT points below the grand mean. We've seen,
however, that the background factors are highly interrelatedbeing
in a southern segregated school goes hand in hand with low SEL
and a large number of siblings. All of them contribute in some
way to the minus 21.4 QT points. In this example we want to
estimate how race predicts to QT score without the influence of
other background factorsSEL and number of siblings. The MCA
technique permits us to estimate that southern blacks in segregated
schools would be 16.2 QT points below the grand mean, if re-
spondents in this category were distributed like the total sample
in terms of SEL and family size.

Any one of the other background factors could be similarly
isolated. Instead of race we might take SEL. The mean QT for
all those in the next to lowest SEL category is 6.6 points below
the grand mean: Again, that figure represents the racial and
family size characteristics of persons in that SEL category. The
MCA technique, however, can estimate Le QT score if race and
family size in the lowest SEL category were distributed the same
way they are in the total sample. The MCA estimate of the effect
of being in the next to the lowest SEL category is 4.4 QT points
below the grand mean.

Similar estimates could be made for number of siblings.
The MCA prediction to QT scores from a family the size of our
examplefive siblingsreduces QT scores from 2.. points to 0.9
points below the grand mean.

The figures we've just been discussing are presented in Table
4-2. The first column, which presents the three affects with no
adjustment, might suggest that our illustrative respondent would
end up a total of 30.7 QT points below the grand mean. But that
form of estimate, which fails to make any adjustment for inter-
correlated predictors, is something like triple jeopardy. By way
of contrast, the total of adjusted estimates in the second column
(adjusted for intercorrelation among three predictors) leads us to
predict a more realistic 21.5 QT points below the grand mean.
This happens to be just about the average for all black respond-
ents in southern segregated schools.

It may be useful to explain the difference between these
MCA data and the data examined earlier (Figure 4-10) relating
race to "QT net of SEL." There is a subtle but important dif-
ference: MCA looks at predictors simultaneously and adjusts each
predictor to take some account of its relationship with the other
predictor(s), whereas the analysis presented In Figure 4-10 al-
lowed the race variable to predict only to the variation left in QT
scores after the full effect of SEL has been removed.
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TABLE 4-2

EXAMPLE OF ADJUST7UNTS IN QUICK TEST SCORES
FOR INTERCORRELATED PREDICTORS

Category

(1)

Unadjusted
Effects on
Grand Mean

(:

Adjusted
Effects with
3 Preditckl

Southern Beg:egated
black (race category) -21.4 -It.2

Second SR. category -6.6 -4.4

Five sibling. -2.7 -0.9

Total estimated effect
oa grand mean -13.7 -21.5

This distinction is further illustrated in Table 9-3, where
three different ways of relating predictors to a criterion art.: com-
pared. First, we can consider the relationship for one predictor
unadjusted for any other effects, shown in the first column. Sec-
ond, we can consider the unique effects of a predictor after re-
moving all effects that could be attributed to another predictor
in other words, we can predict to residual.i. In the lower half
of the second column are shown the unique effects of ram on QT
after removing the effects of SEL; in the upper halt of that column
is the reverse relationship, showing what would happen in the un-
likely event that we had attempted to predict QT scores first from
race and see how the residual variation in QT is predicted by
SEL. Of course, there is some variation in QT that cannot be
assigned uniquely to either race or SEL, because there is con-
siderable overlap between these predictors in their -ielationship to
QT. MCA deals with this problem by assigning some )f this over-
lapping effect to each of the predictors. The effects of this ap-
proach are shown in the third column.

Now let us compare the three columns in Table 9-9, and
contrast the findings that emerge from the three ways of relating
predictors to a criterion. First, it is clear that the largest effects
for either SEL or race appear in the first column when there is
no adjustment for correlation with other predictors. Second, the
smallest effects appear in the second column when we )redact the
residualsthat is, when we let the other variable go first in a
step-wise predictive sequence. The results from MCA third col-
umn) fall in between the first two procedures, but they are much
more similar to the results using residuals (second column) then
to the unadjusted relationships (first column).
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TABLE 4-3

TEREE WAYS OF PREDICTING QUICK TEST
FROM PACE (FIVE-CATEGORY) :ND SEL

Number
Predictor of Cases
Categories (weighted)

Categories of SEL:

P6TET-Cill entries are in the form of
signed (+ or -) departures from the QT
grand mean (101.;) The standard deviation
of QT scores for all respondents is 12.5.

(1) (2) (3)
MCA

Unadjusted Prediction Adjusted
Prediction to Residualv' Predictions

1 (lowest) 164 -11.6 -7.0 -7.5
2 3Rd -6.6 -4.6 -1,.0

3 687 -0.7 -0.6 -0.5

4 648 +2.3 +1.2 +1.5

5 365 +5.5 +3.8 +4.2

6 (highest) 180 +9.8 +8.2 +8.6

9 Missing Pato 84 -8.0 -4.6 -5.,

Racial Categories:

1 (All *Altos) 2177 +1.9 +1.3 +1.5

2 (Blacks in integrated
schools) 79 -3.6 -2.1 -2.5

3 (Blacks in northern
segregated schools) 72 -6.9 -4.3 -5.0

4 (Blacks in southern
segregated schools) 140 -21.4 -15.3 -17.0

9 (Other racial
miroritics) 46 -9.3 -5.4 -6.5

aln the Upper half of the table, 5!L is used to predict "QT net of race." In
the lower half, race is used to predict "QT oat of 881.."

b
The MCA adjusted predictions in this table are based oo two predictors; they
do not match exactly the results show in Table 4-2, 'which are based on a
three-predictor analysis.
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These illustrations support a general conclusion that is true
for most of the analyses reported in this monograph: the results
of MCA provide a useful approximation of the unique effects of
preditorn. We will find this adecluate for our purposes, partic-
ularly since this procecluro is much more convenient thin removing
other effects through the use of residuals.

Now let us review some of the most basic characteristics
of MCA:

1. MCA can deal with predictors that are only nominal in
form. This is essential, since most of our background variables
race, broken home, community size, religious and political pref-
erencesare of this nature. In fact, predictors must be in cat-
egorical (nominal) form for MCA precedures. This represents no
problem, since any continuous variable can be treated as a series
of categories.

2. MCA can handle missing data on the predictor variables,
simply by treating absence of data as another predictive category.
(This property was illustrated in Table 4-3, where a seventh cat-
egory of SEL consisted of missing data.) This characteristic of
the program is quite valuable when dealing with a number of pre-
dictors each of which involves some missing data.

3. MCA can handle a wide range of interrelationships among
predictors and between predictors and criteria. This general-
purpose feature of MCA means that we can apply the same tech-
nique Zo all of our variables, thus avoiding the shifting frames of
reference necessitated by alternate modes of analysts. A more
basic advantage of this feature is that MCA can deal directly with
tntercorrelations that are the rule rather than the exception among
background factors.

4. MCA requires that dependent variables be either (a) in-
terval scalessuch as test scores, grades, status of aspired oc-
cupation, or (b) dichotomiessuch as planning to go to college or
not. (TMs restriction presents no problem to us in this mono-
graph, since nearly all of our criterion dimensions can be treated
as approximately continuous and the exceptions are dichotomous
or can be dichotomized.)

5. MCA assumes that the effects of predictor variables are
combined addifively; that is, it assumes that there is no interaction
among predictors. This assumption is of critical importance, for
it means that either the inrcstigator must assume that no appre-
ciable interaction, exists (based on the other findings, theory, or
Intuition), or he must search the data for such interactions prior
to applying the MCA technique. Without exception we have chosen
the latter alternative.
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Our strategy in looking for interactions prior to applying
MCA is essentially that proposed by Sonquist :1969) in an article
devoted to "finding variables that work." The strategy begins with
a computer program termed the Automatic Interaction Detector
(AID). As its name implies, the program is designed to search
for interaction among predictor variables as they relate to any
particular criterion.7

We need spend little time describing the use of AID in the
present study. The technique was applied to each of the criterion
dimensions reported herein. With one important exceptioo, there
were no meaningful interactions among the predictor dimensions
(i.e., no interactions of the sort tat require the construction of
a new variable). Thus we can feel safe in applying MCA with its
assumption of additivity.

The one exception noted above involves a triple interaction
of race, region, and school integration. We have already noted
that black respondents from southern segregated schools have
scores which set them apart from other subgroups. Later in this
chapter we will say more about this spei ial category. For the
present, it is sufficient to note that the variable we have termed
"race" is a special purpose variable that incorporates the critical
interactive effects of region and school integration.

Thus far we have described MCA in t rms of inputthat is,
the type of data it can be used to analyze. summary, the pro-
gram is very flexible in using predictorsthey can be "mere"
nominal scales, have missing data, and be intercorrelated; how-
ever, MCA does assume that the effects of predictors are additiw.
The criterion or dependent variables must be interval scales or
dichotomies. Now let us consider a few of the output features of
the MCA program as used in this study.8

(Sonqui^t described AID as an algorithm for locating interactiont. -is. The essence of the algorithm is the sequential appl cation of a
one-way analysis of variance model. The objective is to partition the sam-
ple into a series of non-overlapping subgroups whose means explain more
variance than any other competing partition at that stage. Information is
produced which indicates whether (and if so, how) any of the predictors
affect the criterion variable differently in various imrvi Cant parts of the
sample." (Sonquist, 1969, po 85-86).

8The following is adapted directly from the description by Andrews,
et al., (1967), pp. 21-22.

82(



70 YOUTH IN TRANSITION

1. For each category of ench predictor the MCA ?rograril
output provides: (a) number of cases in the category, and that
number expressed as a percentage of the total number of cases;
(b) mean value of the dependent variable within the category, i.e.,
the raw mean; (c) deviation of the category mean from the grand
mean (the unadjusted effect of the predictor, as illustrated in col-
umn 1 of Table 4-3); (d) MCA adjusted deviation fro.-a the grand
mean after all other predictors hive been held constant (as illus-
trated in column 3 of Table 4-3).

2. For each predictor the program output provides: (a) Eta
and Eta2Eta is the ;:orrelation ratio; when squared, It indicates
the proportion of the variance explainable by a predictor operating
alone (i.e., without adjustment for correlation with other predic-
tors); (b) Beta and 8eta2statistics directly analogous to Eta and
Eta2, but based on the adjusted means and thus reflecting the ex-
planatory ability of the predictor with all other predictors held
constant.9 In terms of our illustration in Table 4-3, Eta2 rep-
resents the proportion of variance explainable in terms of the
unadt.csted deviation scores in column 1, whereas Beta2 represents
that proportion explainable in terms of the adjusted deviations in
column 3.

3. For all predictors considered together, the program corn-
puteF the sum of squares which can be explained by all predictors
togetoerand when this is viewed as a percentage of the total sum
of sauares, it Indicates how much variance In a it data is explained
by all predictors operating simultaneously in an additive model.

The program -Aso computes R, a multiple correlation co-
efficient which is adjusted for degrees of freedom. When squared,
this coefficient is usually very similar (in our analysis) to the
proportion of the total sum a squares attributed to all predictor:
operating together. The correction for degrees of freedom means
that the R2 is slightly smaller (with a sample the size of ours
and the predictors we use) than the proportion of variance ex-
plained."

9"The term Beta is used here because the measure is analogous to
the standardised regression coeffici..t., i.e. the regression coefficient mul-
tiplied by the standard deviation of the predictot and divided by the stand-
ard deviation of the dependent variable, so that the result is a measure
of the number of standard deviation units the dependent variable moves
when the cxplanatory variable changes by one standard deviation" (Andrews,
et al., 1967, p. 22).

10Unfortunately, estimates corrected for degrees of freedom are a-
vailable only some of the time; In particular, the Eta and Seta statistics
mentioned above do not include such a correction. We will sometimes
want to compare proportions of varianze explained at several levels; on
these occesions, we will consistently ape/et in terms of the uncorrecteJ
proportion of the total sum of squares in our sample data.
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We turn now from methodological exposition to our first
major application of MCA]

Multiple Prediction to the Quick Test. Let us apply the MCA
technique to the task of predicting Quick Test scores using all of
our background dimensions. Table 4-4 presents Eta, Eta4, Beta,
and Beta2 statistic.3 for each background dimension predicting to
QT, along with a summary proportion of variance explained by the
multiple prediction (using alt eight predictors simultaneously).
This form of summary table, which at once indicates both the
unadjusted (bivariate) relationship and the adjusted (multivariate)
relationship for each predictor, is a very useful starting point in
examining patterns of prediction to a particular criterion. Since
we will rely on similar tIbles throughout the remainder of this
volume, let us examine this first specimen in some detail.

The Eta statistics in Table 4-4 correspond directly to the
unadjusted relationships shown in Figures 4-1 through 4-8. The
strongest relationships with QT scores are found for seci,Y:conomic
level and race. Number of siblings would. ty itself, account for
only about half as much variance in QT scores as would either
SEL or the race measure; however, it is a good deal stronger
predictor (unadjusted) than any of the remaining background var-
iables.

Turning to the Beta2 statistics, which refle the effects of
adjustment for intercorrelated predictors through MCA analysis,
lie find that the same three background factors are the strongest
predictors. But when we compare Eta2 with Beta2 for each var-
iable, we also find that tt adjustment procedure operates some-
what differently from one predictor to another. Specifically, the
adjusted effect for SEL is noticeably lower than the effect for race,
whereas their imadjuste 4 effects were nearly the same size; pr.r-
haps more striking is the vex; Treat reduction in effect for num-
ber of siblings, when adjusted for the contribution of other pre-
dictors. We discovered earlier in this chapter that a good deal
of the relationship between QT and number of siblings could also
be explained in terms of SEL. We mention it again here to illus-

11Tbere is a bit of redundancy in presenting both squared and un-
squared values for Eta and Beta; however, we consider it desirable be-
cause the discussions and displays tl,at follow make use of these relation-
ships In both forms. Figures that relate a predictor to a criterion cor-
respond most closely to the unsquared versions of these statistics; for
example, the "slope of the relationship shown in Figure 4-1 corresponds
roughly to the Eta statistic. On the other hand, when we consider per-
centages of variance we can explain, the Eta2 (and also Beta2) statistics
are more appropriate.
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TABU 4-4

MULTIPLE CLASSIFICATION ANALYSIS OF BACKGROUND FACTORS
PREDICTING TO THE QUICK TEST

BACKGROUND PREDICTORS:

PREDICTING
FROM EACH
CW.RACTERISTIC
SEPARATELY

PREDICTING FROM
8 BACKGROUND
CHARACTERISTICS
SIMULTANEOUSLY

Eta Eta2 Beta Bets
2

Socioeconomic Level .44 .198 .26 .067

Nurber of Siblings .33 .111 .13 .016

Broken Home .14 .020 .02 .001

Family Relations .16 .026 .08 .007

Religious Preference .26 .068 .11 .J11

Family Political Preference .13 .017 .C5 .003

Community Site .17 .028 .06 .004

Race (Five- Category) .46 .209 .32 .161

R .584

R
2

.341

Percent
Variance
Explained 35.3

Eta is the correlation ratio unadjusted.
Eta t Is the explained sum of squares unadjusted.
Re d is the correlation ratio adjusted for effrtts of other predictors.
Seta' is the explained sum of squares adjusted for effects of other predictors.
R is the multiple correlation coefficient corrected for degrees of freedom.
R indicates the proportion of variance in the dependent variable explained by

all predictors together after correcting for degrees of freedom.
The hum* Vakiante Expteaxed is the percentage of variance In the

dependent variable explained by all predictors together with no coo'ection

for degrees of freedom.

For further JeacrIptIon of these statistics, see the section on Multiple
rlassification Analysis in Chapter 4.
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trate that in this case a single, general-purpose application of
MCA leads us to the same basic conclusion as the more difficult
and costly prediction to residualsi.e., "QT net of SEL"shown
in Figure 4-9.

The Eta2 and Beta2 statistics for the remaining predictors
in Table 9-4 are also consistent with what we learned earlier in
the chapter. Their unadjusted effects (Eta2) are rather small to
begin with, and when we adjust for SEL and other predictor var-
iables (Beta2) their effects are reduced nearly to zero. To put
it another way, the Beta2 statistics in Table 4-4 lead us to sup-
pose that we could do a fair job of predicting QT scores using
only measures of race, SEL, and number of siblingsand that we
would not account for much more of the variance by adding the
five other background predictors. Let us test that supposition
further.

Using all eight background predictors simultaneously in the
MCA model, we can account for 35.3 percent of the variance in
QT scores (see Table 4-4). Repeating the MCA, this time using
only race, SEL, and number of siblings as predictors, we account
for 33.0 percent of the variance. Thus we conclude that adding
the other five predictors enables us to account for only an addi-
tional 2.3 percent of the QT variance.12

Given that three background variables, SEL, race, and num-
ber of siblings, are the most important predictors of QT scores,
we have yet to deal adequately with the relative importance of
each of these predictors. This issue is often raised simply in
terms of how much variance in the criterion is attributable to
each predictor. When we deal with correlated predictors, how-
ever, there Is no single correct statement about how much var-
iance is attributable to any single predictor. We can, however,
usually place some upper and lower boundaries on the variance
accounted forand then make some judgments. about the relative
importance of different predictors.

Ordinarily, the largest effect we could attribute to a pre-
dictor appears when no adjustment is made for other correlated
predictors; and the Eta2 statistics in Table 4-4 show the size of
such effects for all of ow predictors. Thus we can say that if

12Actually, the contribution of the additional five predictors is slightly
exaggerated because of our use of an uncorrected measure of variance
accounted for. If we comr,re the squared multiple correlation coefficients
(R2), which do involve a correction for degrees of freedom, we fh d values
of .391 and .326 for eight versus three predictors (respectively). Thus in
addiag five more predictors we are accounting fer WI estimated 1,5 per-
cent additional population variance in QT.
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we based our prediction of QT scores on SEL alone, we could ac-
count for 19.8 percent of the variance in our sample; predicting
from our :ace measure alone, we could account for 20.9 percent
of the variance; and predicting from number of siblings, we could
account for 11.1 percent of the variance. If there effects were
not overlapping, due to correlated predictors, we could simply
add the Eta2 values to arrive at a total of 61.9 percent of the QT
variance attributable to our three predictors. In fact, however,
they account for only 33.0 percent.

The combined prediction is, of course, a good deal larger
than the effect of any one of the predictors operating alone. But
we do not yet know whether the combined prediction based on three
variables is much better than a prediction based on two of the
three. For example, would a prediction ixtsed on SEL and race
be almost as good as the one that also incluc'es number of siblings
as a predictor? A glance at the Beta2 column in Table 4-4 sug-
gests that it might. But to answer the qu:stion accurately, we
need to run the MC!. predicting to QT scores from just two var-
iablesSEL and race. Performing the analysis, we find indeed
that 31.3 percent of the variance is predictable fre.m SEL and race.
And now we are in a position to say that adding number of siblings
as a predictor exp!ains an additional 1.7 percent of the variance
(which is the difference between the 31.3 percent value based on
two predictors and the 33.0 percent value based on three predic-
tors). This 1.7 percent of variance explained represents a sort
of lower boundary on the variance attributable to our number of
siblings variable. It is the explanatory power unique to this var-
iable, that is, after the effects of the other two predictors have
been deducted. Of course, it might be a bit arbitrary to place
this particular variable list in the predictive sequence, so we
have also calculated the unique contribution o. the other two var-
iables in the same fashion.

Table 4-5 summarizes the several effects we have been dis-
cussing and shows the unique contribution (or net effect) of each
of our three predictors. We find the largest net effect for race,
with 3EL a close second, and number of siblings a weak third.
This would seem to indicate that racial differences are the most
important determinants of test scores; bit we have already noted
that the veal difference is associated with a combination of race,
region, and segregation. We have deferred the explanation of this
combination variable; we can now deal with it more adequately.
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TABLE 4-5

ALTERNATIVE PREDICTION.; TO QUICK TEST SCORES USINC
SEL, NUMBER OF SIBLINGS, AND RACE (FIVE-CATEGORY)

Predictor Variable(s)
Percent of Total
QT. Sum of Sonares

1. Socioeconomic Level 19.8

2. Number of Siblings 11.1

3. Race (Five-Category) 20.9

4. Socioeconomic Leval plus Number of Siblings 23.6

5. Socioeconomic Level plus Race 31.3

6. ::caber of Siblings p1'. Race 25.2

7. Socioeconomic Level plus Number of Siblingo plus Race 33.0

8. Socioeconomic Leval net of Number of Siblings and
Race (7 minus 6) 7.8

9. Number of Siblings ma of Socioeconomic Level and
Race (7 minus 5) 1.8

10. Race ati of Socioeconomic Level and Number of Siblings
(7 minus 4) 9.4

Racial Differences in Quick Test Scores

We mentioned in Ch-2ter 2 some of our reasons for using
a race dimension which incorporated distinctions based on region
and school segregation. We began our preliminary analyses of
backgramd variables knowing that we, like other investigators,
would find racial differences in aocioeconomic level, test scores,
and other dimensions; and indeed, s.tch differences were immedi-
ately evident in the data. Given the differences in test scores,
we were interested in the extent to which they were explainable
in terms of SEL and other factors. We found that controlling for
SEL reduLed racial differences in QT scores only moderately
(Bachman, 1968). But when we set out to compare matched white
and black studente from the same schools, we confronted two im-
portant facts. First, the majority of black students attend schools
that have no white students, ;uniting it impossible to match them
with whites from the srme school. Second, those blacks who could
be matched with whites (because they were in integrated schools)
were only about five QT points lower thus the mattshed whites, in
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contrast to an over-all difference of fifteen points between blacks
and whites. This reduction in difference appeared because the
blacks in integrated schools have much higher QT scores than the
blacks in segregated schools; for the whites in our sample, how-
ever, here are no test score differences associated with integra-
tion (Mednick, 19681.

Based on early findings, we decided that it would be mis-
leading to group all black students together, and we have consist-
ently distinguished between blacks in integrated schools and those
in segregated schools. We had not orginally intended in this
monograph to deal with regional differences. However, some early
exploration of region and race made it abundantly clear that re-
gional differences should not be ignored.13

Quick Test Scores Related to Region and Race. Table 4-6
presents QT scores for each region separately for whites, blacks
in integrated schools, and blacks in segregated schools (the 45
cases in other minority groups are not shown in the table). 14
Part A presents mean QT scores and also indicates the number
of cases for each subgroup; Part B presents subgroup means for
the residual score "QT net of SEL"thus providing an indication
of racial and regional differences after the effects of socioeconomic
level have been removed.

The regional differences for whites, after effects of SEL have
been removed (see Part B of Table 4-6), are small and of little
importance. Whites in the Northeast are about 2 QT point:, above
the national average for whites, whereas those in the West are 1
point below the national average. For blacks in integrated schools,
there are no differences that can meaningfully be attributed to
region. On the other hand, when we look at regional differences
for segregated blacks we find large and highly reliable differences.
The unadjusted QT scores for segregated blacks in the South are
rearly 14 points lower than the North Central group; after adjust-
ment for SEL the difference remains greater than 15 points. (Note

------11Thanks are due to our colleague, Dr. Patricia Gurin, for urging
the importance of examining regional differences in the present monograph.

140,,u regional grouping has been used for some years by the Survey
Research Center, The Northeast region consists of Connecticut, Maine,
Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania,
Rhode Is'ard, Vermont. The North Central region Includes Illinois, IndiLna,
Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, North Dakota, Nebraska,
Ohio, South Dakota, `,Visconsin. The South consists of AlaIN.rna, Arkensas,
Delaware, Florida, Georg;a, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi,
North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia,
Washington, D.C., West Virginia. The West includes Alaska, Arirona,
California, Colorado, Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevi la, New Mexico, Oregon,
Utah, Washington, Wyoming,
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TABLE 4-6

REGIONAL D1FFERENCFS IN QUICK TEST SCORES

11

Region
JJJ

North-
east

North
Central West South Total

All whites

..x se
u t:

i g Blacks in
0 '' integrated

: : schools
x a

I.

Black', in
u segregated

schools

112.6
(N.445)

108.7

04'32)

as

(Nt32)

110.4

(N*623)

es

(N*9)

100.8
(N*58)

109.4
(N324)

**

(N*11)

none in
sample

109.3
(N.520)

104.6
(6.21)

87.1
(N.111)

110.4
(Nt1912)

104.9
0073)

92.0
(N*183)

tp
5

All whites

a Blacks in

o integrated
a: u schools

e.

;4 a

Blacks in
u

segregated
schools

3.2

-0.5

as

0.9

as

-5.1

-0.2

0

none in
sample

1.1

-1.3

-15.3

1.3

-2.1

-11.6

NOTEs Cell ecteles in Part B are mean values for the residual score NI
net of SEL." They indicate the extent and direction 02 spbgroup departure from
the grand mean, after the effects of socioeconomic level have been removed.
Thus, for example, the entry for all whites in the Northeast indicates that
they average 3.2 Da points above the grand mean after controlling for SEL.

aMeans based on fever than 20 cases are not presented.

90



78 YOUTH IN TRANSITION

that this is not simply a regional difference, since integrated blacks
are relatively as well off in the South as in any other region.)
In short, there is really only one important difference in Table
4-6southern blacks in segregated schools fall far below the na-
tional average f)r Quick Test scores, even after adjusting for SEL.

The differences shown in Table 4-6 led us to examine dis-
tributions of Quick Test scores separately for racial subgroups.
Figure 4-11 shwa dramatically the fact we already have noted
there is relatively little difference in QC scoreb between whites
and integrated blacks in our sample; however, southern blacks in
segregated schools show a markedly different distribution. In.
deed, the QT distribution for southern segregated blacks is so
different that we decided to re-examine our predictions of QT,
excluding this subgroup from our analysis.

Analyses Excluding Racial Subgroups. How different would
our findings be U we related background factors to QT scores in
all of our sample except southern segregated blacks? It seems
obvious that the predictive effect of race as a background variable
(i.e., its ability to account for variance) would be reduced; n!arly
half of our black sample would be removed, and much of any
change might be attributed to that reduction alone. As a check
against this possibility, we decided to include a parallel analysis
which excludes the other half of the black samplethose in in-
tegrated schools and in northern segregated schools.

Table 4-7 is an expansion of Table 4-4; it presents MCA
data relating background factors to QT under three conditions,
total sample (column A), sample minus southern segregated blacks
(column B), and sample minus all other blacks (column C). First
let us compare columns A and )3, to see the effect of removing
southern segregated blacks from the analysis. At the top of the
table we find that the unadjusted effects (Eta2) for SEL and number
of siblings are lowered when southern segregated blacks are ex-
cluded. This is not surprising, since the excluded group is very
low in SEL and high in number of siblings. On the other hand,
the adjusted effects (I3eta2) for SEL and number of siblings are
not reduced at al1.15 Columns A and B do not differ greatly for

151n fact, the Betiit -values for SEL and number of siblings are a bit
Agher in column 13 than in column A. This comes about because of the
reduced variance of QT scores in column B, rather than because of a
"heightened" effect of SEL. To put it another way, we can say that iner-n
QT scores increase about 2.5 points each time we move up one category
on our SEL scaleand this holds whether or not the analysis excludes
southern segregated blacks. However, when that subgroup is excluded,
there is less overall variation in QT scores, thus making our increase of
2.5 QT points per level of sEL a reializety more important relationship
(reflected in the slightly higher Beta?).
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FIGURE 4-11

DISTRIBUTION OF QUICK TEST SCORES FOR WHITES,
INTEGRATED BLACKS, AND SOUTHERN SEGREGATED BLACKS
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TABLE 4-7

BACKGROUND 1REDICTIONS TO QUICK TEST: EFFEC:S OF EXCLUDING
RACIAL SUBGROUPS IN MULIIPLE CLASSIFICATION ANALYSIS

A B C

Total Semp12, Excluding South- Excluding Int,-

(N.2213) ern Segregated gicte_ and Nor-

Blacks (N2102) them Segregated
Blacks (N2068)

Background Predictors Eta2 Beta' Eta2 Beta2 Eta2 Peta2

Socioecoro.ric level

Number of siblings

Broken home

Family relations

Religious preference

Family Witics1
preference

Community size

Rice (Five-category)

Grand Mean

Standard DevIstion

Proportion of total sum
of squares explained by
all eight variables
simultaneously in MCA

.198 .071 .151 .082 .203 .076

.111 .0's .0'7 .019 .10: .016

.020 .001 .009 .0a1 .015 .000

.026 .007 .023 .007 .024 .007

.052 .010 .041 .014 .050 .010

.017 .003 .018 .004 .014 O12

.028 .004 .019 .004 .034 .004

.210 .101 .C44 .015 .209 .103

108.5 109.7 108.8

12.5 11.1 12.4

.352 .221 .358

93 I.
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the other predictor variables excepting, of course, race. With no
adjustments (Eta2) we find that the proportion of variance explained
by race drops from 21.0 percent to 4.4 percent when we exclude
southern segregated biacks; the adjusted relationst is (Beta2) show
a similarly drastic reduction.

But to what extent are these changer, simply the result of
cutting the number of black cases roughly in half? The answer
can be seen in column C, which presents corresponding data with
the "other half" of our black cases excluded. The figures in col-
umn C are strikingly similar to those for the whole sam,le in
column A, and the similarity holds even when the background pre-
dictor is race. A glance at the means and standard deviations
in Table 4-7 adds further evidence in support of the basic con-
clusion: it makes virtually so difference in the overall picture
wh.ther we exclude the half of onr black cases who attend inte-
grated or northern segregated schools, but a noticeable difference
appet-s w),en we exclude those in southern segregated schools.

t.,c further bit of data mot be added here to summarize
what we have learned from our analyses excluding racial sub-
groups. In Table 4-5, when we assigned proportions of the total
QT variance to different combiaationr. of predictors, we found that
our race variable accounts for 9.4 percent of the variance after
the effects of SEL and number of siblings are removed. A rep-
etition of that analysis leaving out integrated blacks and those in
northern segregated schools does not change the figure at all (it
becomes 9.5 percent). But when the analysts is carried out ex-
eliding southern segregated blacks, race minus the effects of SEL
and number of siblings accounts for only 1.6 percent of the QT
variance. In short, it appears that race is an important predictor
of QT scores for our sample only when we include black students
in a handful of southern segregated schools; it does not predict
well in southern integrated schools :old in the North.

Five All-Brack Srhoo Is in the South. In a monograph de-
voted to the effects background, we have been reluctant to focus
attention on schools. Moreover, the analysis of school effects will
be fully reported in a later monograph. The inquiry Into the nature
of racial difference, in our sample has led us, nevertheless, to
focus on schools. We found first that the great majority of black
respondents were located in only 9 of 87 sample schools. We
also found that just 5 of these schools, located in the South, ac-
counted for most of those black respondents who were very low
in Quick Test scorer. We therefore felt that some description of
these 5 all-black southern schools an the differences among them
should be reported in this volume.

94
$,
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TABLE 4-8

DESCRIPTION OF FIVE SOUTHERN SEGREGATED SCROOLS

School

Actual
Number of

klE2PdtaLt

Number of
Weighted
Cases

Men Score
on Quick
Test______

(1) 29 42 81.4

(2) 19 19 93.4

(3) 14 14 95.4

(4) 32 48 82.7

(5) 17 17 99.5

The 140 weighted cases in the category of southern segre-
gated blacks are based on a total of 111 actual respondents, 29
of Atom were given double weight in order to increase the over-
all mcuracy of our sample (see Chapter 1). Table 4-8 presents
the actual number cf respondents, the number of weighted . ases,
and the mean QT scores for each of the five schools under con-
sidera:lon. Two schools (number 1 and number 4) contribute 90
of !40 weighted cases; n.cireover, mean QT scores for these
schools are subbtantially lower than for the other three. These
same two schools are in rural areas in the -Jeep South, whereas
the other three are in metropolitan areas. In short, other factors
are confotmdeo hire with race, region, and segregation.

We exl.eeted to find these five schools drastically different
from the average in expenditure per pupil, classroom size, and
other dimensions commonly treated as indicators of school quality.
All five, and especially the two rural ones, do tend to be below
average on such organizational dimensions as principal's salary,
meal level of teacher education, and the like. But these differ-
ences were not st:, striking as we initially expected. In fact, it
is likely that even when we complete more refined analyses of
school organizational data, our findings will not indicate that the
school systems are primarily responsible for the distinctively dif-
ferent test performance of segregated black respondents in the
South.

Summary APPraisal of Racial Difference in Test Scores.
What can we conclude from this analysis of racial differences in
Quick Test scores? Given racial subgroups that are small and
confounded with region, commwilty size, and segregation, any con-
clusions mast be tentrtive. lhly may nevertheless be useful in
their own right and suggest some possibilities for analyses based
on larger samples than ours.

95f:
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The most important and most general conclusion is that black
respondents are not homogeneous in intelligence. On the contrary,
the variance in Quick Test scores is a good deal larger for blacks
than for whites in our sample. Moreover, it appears that `dark
respondents can be grouped in three or four categories that differ
meaningfully in QT scores: those in integrated schools scored
highest; those in northern segregated schools were next highest;
those in southern segregated schools were low, with by far the
lowest scores occurring in two rural schools in the deep South.

The diversity in intelligence among these black groups led
to a major decision for later analyses. Whenev'r vie found indi-
cations of racial differences along other dimensions (such as at-
titudes, aspirations, and mental health), we have not simply sum-
marized them as differences between blacks and whites. We have
examined the black subgroups se ;aratCy to see just where the
differences are occurring. The diversity In. QT scores among
various Walk groups does not mean that other dimensions will
follow the some pattern. It is, however, a question worth inves-
tigating carefully.

A second conclusion is that black respondents in integrated
schools are very similar to whites in QT scores. In-
deed, when we control SEL the difference between whites and in-
tegrated blacks is only 3.3 QT points. And, of course, we have
not done a perfect job of controlling socioeconomln differences or
school environ,nent. Even though we have invested much in o:ir
measurement e: SZL, we surely are not. completely st-ccessful in
our attempts to coot, _1 it statistically. Moreover, we cannot say
that the black students in integrated rchoois have received "equal"
treatment throughout their school experience. Some spent their
grade scliool years In segregated s:hools; and some spent their
high school years in comae programs that are largely segregat-
ed. In short, statistical controls for SEL and school experionce
are at best only a/ proximations; and because of this, we cannot
conclude that even the small difference of 3.3 QT points would
remain I. other factors were fully and completely controlled. (In-
cidentally, we find differences of this small magnitude occurring
between other groups also; for example, the difference between
whites in the Northeast and whites In the Wr,st, with SEL con-
trolled, is 3.4 QT points.)

We do not suppose that our data represent an adequate basis
for reaching firm conclusions about the effects of school integration
and segregation. We have, it is true, found that southern segre-
gated Wacks are much lower in QT scores than integrated blacks
in all regions. But t: say that the low scores of the former group
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are the fault of their schools exclusively would ignore some other
very important fincangs. For example, the southern segregated
black respondents come from families that are far lower in SEL
than any other minority grouping we have examined. Our inter-
pretation would be that the black respondents In southern segre-
gated schools are the productsindeed the victims --of a social
system of segregation and discrimination far more pervasive than
schools alone. It is quite beyond the scope of this study to de-
termine what portion of the low scores of this group can be as-
signed to the effects of schools, the wider social milieu, the effects
of pre-natal and post-natal malnutrition, and other factors show'
by previous research to be important. Nor can we say with com-
plete certainty that the racial differences we have observed a."...
solely the products of environmentour data are certainly not pre-
cise enough to rule out all possibility of hereditary differences.
But the most parsimoaious explanation of these Iata, in our view,
is in terms of the massive environmental differences that exist
among the racial subgroups we have been examining.

Our conclusions about rac,a1 differences are limited, as we
said they would be. And we hme specifically avoided any firm
conclusions about the causes of these differences. I spite of
these uncertainties, and in spite of the sampling limitations ac-
knowledged earlier, we feel that the data 1 test scores and race
add evidence to the view that so-called vial differences" are
primarilyif not exclusivelydifferences , cultural and educa-
tional opportunity.

Prediction to Other Test Scores
Early in this chapter we examined several measures of in-

tellectual ability which were Included in our test battery. We noted
that they tended to be highly correlated with each other and with
the Quick Test. Now when we predict these tests using three
major background factors (socioeconomic level, number of siblings,
and race), we find essentially the same pattern of relationships
as appeared with the QT. The results are summarized in Table
4-9; the main entry [n each cell is the proportion of variance ac-
counted for when the total sample is analyzed, whereas the entries
in parentheses present parallel data omitting southern segregated
blacks.

It Is clear that the conclusions reached in our p.n al yse s of
the QT can be applied as well to the GATB-J test of vocabulary
and the Gates Test of Reading Comprehension. SEL and the five-
category race variable are the most important predictors of test

9?
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Predictor(k)

TABLE 4 -9

TESTS OF INTELLECTUAL ABILITY PREDICTED
FROM THREE BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS

Percent of 'feat Score Total
Sum of Squares Enplained by
Predicror(s)a

Q.T. GATE -J Gates Job

Infermation

1. Socioeconomic Level 19.B 20.0 18.5 11.3
(13.1) (16.2) (14.2) (8.1)

2. Number of Sibling' 11.1 10.2 9.3 6.2
(7.2) (7.0) (5.6) (4.3)

3. Race 10.9 16.8 21.6 11.0
(4.4) (5.7) (7.0) (3.8)

4. SEL plus Number of
Siblings plus Race ?3.0 30.1 31.6 18.0

(19.4) (21.1) (19.2) (11.3)

Nein entries describe total sample (N -2213 cases); parenthetical entries
present data for sample minus southern segregated blacks (2102 cases).

scores when we consider the total sample; and when we add num-
ber of siblings in the predictivo equation we can account for over
30 percent of the sample variance in test scores. However, when
we exclude 111 cases in southern segregated schools, race be-
comes a far less important predictor, and we cal. account for only
about 20 percent of the variance in test scores.

Prediction to the Job Information Test., The last column in
Table 4-9 indicates the relationships between the three major back-
ground factors and scores on the Job Information Test. The pat-
tern of relationships repeati., in attenuated form, what we found
for other tests; job information is positively related to SEL, neg-
atively related to family size, and lower among blacks than whites.
Scores on our Job Information Test are also strongly and positively
related to general intellectual ability, as measured by our other
tests. The Quick Test, for example, has a product-moment cor-
relation of .56 with tile Job Information Test (seo Table 4-1).

This high correlation between the Job Information Test and
more general tests of intellectual ability raises the question men-
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tioned earlier: Does the Job Information Test measure anything
more than general intelligence? We cannot provide a complete
answer to that question in this monograph, because a final verdict
will require the use of longitudinal data. We can, however, de-
termine whether there is any r. elatior ship between background fac-
tors and the Job Information Test that is not explainable as lime-
tioning through intelligence. In more operational terms, the ques-
tion is: Can we predict Job Information scores any better using
a combination of the QT and background factors than we can using
the QT alone? Using a combination of the QT (bracketed into
five categories), SEL, number of siblings, and race, we can ac-
count for 32.0 percent of the Job Information Test total variance;
the QT alone accounts for 29.1 percent. (Repeating the analysis
with southern segregated blacks excluded leads to the now fa-
miliar reduction in explained variance; QT plus background pre-
dictors accounts for 24.0 percent of the Job Information variance)

Our conclusion is that nearly all of the impact of back-
ground factors on Job information scores can be seen as operating
"through" intelligence. This is not to say that family background
is any less a causal factor in determining job informationit is
rather to say that there is very little family background causation
that operates independent of intelligence.

What can we say at this point about the Job Information Test
and what it measures? It may be nothing more than a mediocre
test of general intellige. ze; it is moderately correlated with other
tests of intellectual ability, and its relationship with background
factors can be interpreted as primarily a reflection of background
influences on intelligence. But the test was initiati developed to
measure changes in job information during the high school years
(see Bachman, et al., 1967), and its effectiveness as a change
measure remains to be assessed. It is quite possible, for ex-
ample, that different levels of family SEL will be related to changes
in job information Curing nigh school. More exciting is the pos-
sibility that changes in job information will oe found to difer be-
tween schools as a result of different school programs. In short,
we have established thus far only that our Job Information Test
includes a substantial component of general intelligence; whether
it measures anything meaningful beyond this remains to be seen.

Intelligence as on Into/voning Vorioblo
In the preceding section we viewed intelligence as being in

the middle of the following causal sequence: family background
influences intelligence which in turn influences Job information.

9 ;
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Such a variable in the middle of a causal sequence n be termed
an intervening variable. In the chapters to follow, there are a
number of o casions when it will be useful to consider the extent
to which family background 3perates "through" intelligence as an
intervening variable. Accordingly, we will grant a sort of special
analytic status to the concept of intelligence, as measured by the
Quick Test.

A model treating intelligence as an intervening variable is
presented in Figure 4-12. In applying this model, we are especial-
ly interested in distinguishing the extent to which family background
effects operate through intelligence (Arrow B) and independent of
intelligence (Arrow C). Let us consider this distinction in of era-
tional terms. First, the independent effect of background char-
acteristics (Arrow C) consists of the Increment in explained var-
iance when background characteristics are added to intelligence
as predictors of a criterion. Second, the predictive overlap be-
tween background characteristics (as a group) and intelligence
i.e., the variance in the criterion which could be explaired by
either background factors or intelligenceis interpreted as back-
ground characteristics operating through the intervening variable
intelligence (Arrow B). This is clearly a theoretically-based in-
terpretation, not a derivation from data; the statistics would be
the same if the predictive overlap were interpreted as intelligence
operating through background characteristics, but that would be
theoretical nonsense.

Also of interest to us is the unique effect of intellif,ence
(Arrow A)the effect that cannot be traced back to background
characteristics (as we've measured them). Operctionally, this
effect consists of the increment in explained variance when intel-
ligence is added to background characteristics as predictors of
the criterion.

Summary

In this chapter we have related family background factors
to tests of intellectual ability. We have also dealt extensively
w th (a) Multiple Classification Analysisa technique to be uses
throughout the rest of this monograph, (b) racial differences hi
test scoreswhich turn out really to be "ratlal-regional-segre-
gational" differences, and (c) the conceptualization of intelligence
as an intervening variable between family background and criterion
dimensions.

We examined three wfferent tests of intellectual ability: the
Quick Test, an individually- administered test of general

100:i
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FIGURE 4-12

MODEL SUMMARIZING THE EFFECTS OF
IIACROROUND CHARACTERISTICS AND INTELLIGENCE

BACKGROUND
CHARACTERISTICS

INTELLIGENCE

111111 MI III

1MIIIIMIMMINIIMIll*

CRITERION

Arrow A: Effects intelligence that are independent of the effects
of background characteristics

Arrow 8: Joint or "overlapping" effects of background characteristics
and intelligence; vs interpret these as effects of background
factors operating through intelligence as an Intervening

variable

Arrow C: Effects of background characteristics that are independent
of the effects of intelligence

Arrows A +$: Total effects of intelligence

Arrows 8+C: Total effects .1 background characteristics

Arrows A+1S+C: Total effects of background characteristics plus intelligence

Note: Our data concerning the Job information Test can be used to illustrate

the way this model operates. Intelligence (QT) alone can account for 29.1

percent of the total sum of squsres in the Job Information Test (Arrows A plus
8). The prediction from background factors (socioeconomic level, cumber of
siblings, and race) accounts for 18.0 percent of the sum of squares (Arrows

plus C). The prediction from background factors and intelligence Jointly
accounts for 32,0 percent of the sum of squares (Arrows A plus 11 plus C). These

values, and derivations from them, are sums:sated below:

,101+C 32.02

A+8 29.)2

3+C 18.02

Thereforer

A 14.02

11 13.12

C 2.92
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gence; a portion of the Gates Reading Survey a group-administered
test of reading achievement; and Part J of the General Aptitude
Test Battery, a group-administered test of vocabulary. While
these three tests appear to be different, we found them to be highly
intercorrelated (product-moment correlations from .66 to .71). We
also found them to be quite similar in their patterns of relation-
ship to family background dimensions.

Socioeconomic level is a strong and consistent predictor of
test scores. A much weaker predictor, especially with SEL con-
trolled, is family size or number of siblings. The one other im-
portant predictor was found to be race, but our conclusions here
are more complicated. Black students in southern segregated
schools are far below whites and other blacks in their test scores.
(Region is not, in other respects, an important predictor of scores.)
Black respondents in integrated schools score close to the average
for all whites, and the similarity increases when SEL is controlled.

Our ability to reach conclusions about racial differences is
limited by our small sample of black students and by their clus-
tering in a few schools; however, for our sample at least, it ap-
pears that racial differences are primarily associated with differ-
ences in cultural and educational opportunity.

102



Chapter 5

SELF-CONCEPT OF SCHOOL ABILITY

How an irdividual sees himself is a central feature of his
personality. A self-concept can be favorable or unfavorable, real-
istic or unrealistic. But no matter what the self-concept, it is
an important determinant of what a person thinks he can do, and
thus of what he attempts to do and succeeds in doing.

But the term self-concept is broad and elusive. Social sci-
entists share borne agreement about what it means at a general
level and share the view that it is an extremely important con-
cept in the study of an individual's personality. But when it comes
to a more precise definitionespecially an operational oneagree-
ment is difficult to find. Our own preference is to focus on spe-
cific dimensions of the self-concept, rather than treating self-
concept as a totality. We acknowledge that any particular di-
mension is likely to be more descriptive of some individuals than
of others. On the other hand, it does seem possible to define
some dimeno.cns of self-concept that are prominent in the think-
ing of large numbers of individuals. For young men in high school,
one such dimension is the self-concept of school ability.

Most of our subjects have spent far more time in schools
than in any other organizational environment. Their school "work"
is in many ways aaalogous to the work roles of adults. But school
work stresses ability and evaluation of performance to a Wgree
that is matched by few work roles. In a very literal sense, the
student is constantly being put to the test; a week seldom passes
without some sort of quiz or exam. Like it or not, the student
can scarcely avoid applying his academic abilities to some degree;
and, like it or not, he must undergo evaluation of those abilities
by teachers, peers, and himself.

Students are told by adult society that academic performance
is a valuableindeed, essentialkey to later vocational success.
And the students get the message. In questionnaire responses they
strongly endorse academic values such as studying hard and trying
for good grades. Perhaps more dramatic are their answers to
the interview question: "If you had a son, how would you like
him to be different from you?" By far the most prominent re-

el ,j/ 91
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sponses involve academic and intellectual skills. More than on?-
third of our subjects say they would prefer their sons to be smart-

more intelligent, and better students than they consider them-
selves to be.

In short, it seems clear that self-concept of school ability
is a dimension of great consequence to most young men. It is
closely related to their success in the school environment. And
it signifies their potential for longer-range success in a culture
that places a premium on intellectual skill.

A Measure of School Ability Self.Cancept

Three interview questions dealing with academic ability are
shown in Table 5-1. The first two questions, which inquire about
self-concept of school ability and self-concept of intelligence, have
very similar distributions of answers; about half the respondents
see themselves as slightly above average, and only one-sixth rate
themselves at all below average. The third question which asks
more specifically about the ability to read leads to a realistic
lowering of self-ratings; fully one-third of the respondents rank
themselves in the below-average categories. (The response scale
was deliberately designed to make it impossible for a respondent
to rate himself simply as averagehe had to choose a position on
either side of that midpoint.)

TABLE 5-1

INTERVIEW MEA:=JRFS OF ACADEMIC
ABILITY Bilf-OONCEIT

Bow do you rate
purselt .n school
ability compared
with those in your
grade in schoolt

Eon intelligent
do you think
you arcs compw:ed
with other boy.
rag. site7

Soy good reader
do you think you
are. compared
with other boys
your et

Par Wave average 52 72 82

Above average 31% 2S2 262

Slightly above average 472 422 332

Slightly below average VA li% 232

Below average 22 22 72

Far below average
a

22

'Less thsa 0.51.
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A self-concept of school ability index was formed by com-
bining equally the three items described above. Product- moment
correlations among the three questions range from .29 (school
ability versus reading ability) to .53 (school ability versus intel-
ligence); correlations between items and the index range from .74
to .81.

Background Foctors Related to SelfConcept of School Ability
Table 5-2 relates the eight background dimensions, and also

the Quick Test of intelligence, to the self-concept of school ability.
The first two columns of the table present Eta and Eta2 statistics
summarizing the unadjusted relationship between each predictor
and the criterion.

Intelligence. Intelligence, as measured by the QT, is clearly
the strongest predictor of the self-concept of school ability (Eta
= .46). The pattern of relationship is shown by the solid line in
Figure 5-1. This finding comes as no surprise, but it is none-
theless encouraging for two reasons: it suggests that our re-
spondents' self-concepts of school ability are somewhat consistent
with reality, and it provides a degree of validation for our self-
concept measure.'

Socioeconomic Level. The second strongest predictor of
school ability self- concept is socioeconomic level (Eta = .33). Such
a relationship was, of course, anticipated; the preceding chapter
demonstrated that SEL is an important predictor of the QT, and
we have just noted that the QT is strongly related to self-concept
of school ability. Tne more interesting issue is whether SEL has
any predictive value above and beyond its association with the QT.
(This is the same basic question we raised in the preceding chap-
ter when we asked whether any part of the relationship between
background factors and the Job Information Test is not explainable
as functioning through intelligence.)

Data bearing on this issue are presented in the remaining
columns of Table 5-3. The third and fourth columns show the re-
sults of a Multiple Classification Analysis (MCA) using all eight
background factors as predictors to self-concept of school ability.
The i'lth and sixth columns present results from a parallel MCA,
except that an additional predictorthe Quick Testis combined
with the eight background factors. A comparison of the two MCA's

(Additional evidence bearing on the validity of this measure of self-
concept of school ability may be found in Appendix D. The measure shows
product-moment correlations of .48 with grades (self- report), .34 with col-
lege plans, and 36 with status of aspired occupation.
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TABLE 5-2

MULTIPLE CLASSIFICATION ANALYSIS OF BACKGROUND FACTORS
PREDICTING TO SELF CONCEPT OF SCHOOL ABILITY

PREDICTING FROM
PREDICTING PREDICTING PION QUICK TEST AND
FROM EACH 8 BACKGROUND 8 BACKGROUND
CHARACTERISTIC CHARACTERISTICS CHARACTERISTICS
SEPARATELY 3IMULTAMEOUSLY SIMULTANEOUSLY

BACKGROUND PREDICTORS:

Eta Eta2 Beta Beta2 Beta Beta2

Socioeconomic Level .33 .106 .26 .069 .16 .026

Number of Siblings .21 .045 .13 .018 .10 .010

Broken Home .07 .005 .01 000 .01 .000

Family Relations .19 .036 .14 .018 .12 .014

Religious Preference .18 .031 .09 .009 .07 .00:

Family Political Preference .13 .018 .09 .008 .08 .006

Community Site .11 .012 .03 .001 .03 .001

Race (Five-Category) .06 .003 .07 .006 .14 .020

Quick Test of Intelligence .46 .213 .40 .163

R .386 g 526

R
2 .277R

2
.149

Percent Percent

Variance Variance
Explained 16.4 Explained 29.1

Ela is the correlation ratio unadjusted.
Etat is the explained sun of squares unadjusted.
Etta is the correlation ratio adjusted for effects of other predictors.
Seat is the explained sum of squares adjusted for effects of other predictors.
R la the multtple correlation coefficient corrected for degrees of freedom.

R indicates the propcstion of variance in the dependent variable erplained by
all predictors together a'ter correcting for degrees of freedom.

The ReAcent licttantt ftptstined 1 the percentage of variance in the dependent
variable explained by all predictors together with no correction for
degrees of freedom.

For further description of th.le statistic.. tee the section on Multiple
Classification Analysis in Chapter 4.
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FIGURE 5-1

SELF-CONCEPT OF SCHOOL ABILITY
RELATED TO QUICK TEST SCORES

1-91 92-102 103-113 114-124 I2 i50

Qt. :1 TEST SCORES

unadjusted subg.oup means (Eta .46).
-.....connects means adjusted for family background factors (Beta .40),
Shaded bars have width proportioneze to subgroup size, height proportionate

to one standard deviation above and belov unadjusted subgroup mean.

Notes The rearm fcr presenting adjusted means is discussed IsLer in the tent.
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for any of the background factors indicates the change in predic-
tive value that occurs when the QT is added to the set of predic-
tors.

The predictive value of SEL, as the data in Table 5-2 indi-
cate, is sharply reduced but not eliminated when the QT is added
to the predictors. The relationships are prebented graphically in
Figure 5-2. The solid line indicates the unadjusted relationship;
as SEL increases there is a steady corresponding increase in self-
concept of school ability. The dashed line shows that this rela-
tionship is moderately changed when the other seven background
predictors are added to the equation. The dotted line indicates
the effect that remains after taking account of intelligence (QT)
plus the other background predictors; in this case the strength of
the relationship is markedly reduced (the slope of the dotted line
is about hall as steep as the solid line.)2

Family Size. Table 5-2 shows the relationship between num-
ber of siblings and self-concept of school ability (Eta = .21); the
table also indicates that this modest relationship is reduced some-
what when other background factors and intelligence are taken in-
to account. Figure 5-3 prestents these relationships. There is a
fairly steady decline in self-concept of school ability as number
of siblings increases (solid line); the strength of this association
is reduced when SEL and other background factors are taken into
account (dashed line), and it is further attenuated when intelligence
is considered part of the set of predictors (dotted line).

Family Pelations. Table 5-2 and Figure 5-4 presen, the un-
adjusted and adjusted relationships between self-concept of school
ability and our measure of family relations. The effects of the
far sly relations variable are about equal in strength to the effects
of family size (Eta = .19); however, because the family relations
measure is not strongly correlated with the other background
measures and Intelligence, the adjusted relationships show a bit
less change. In other words, there appears to be a small positive
relationship betw2en getting along well with one's parents and
having a self-concept of high scholastic ability, and this relation-
ship is largely independent of other background factors and intel-
ligence.

-2-We consider it esa relevant the./retically to ask now much of the
effect of intelligence (QT) on self- concept of school ability operates apart
from SEL and other background dimensions. For the eake of complete-
ness, however, we have included that relationship in Figure 5-1; the dashed
line indicates the relationship assigned to the QT by the Multiple Classifi-
cation Analysis using nine predictors. Clearly there is little change in
the strong correlation between intelligeme and self-concept of school ability
when the background dimensions ano SEL are controlled,

1 OW
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FIGURE 5-2

SELF-CONCEPT OF SCHOOL ABILITY
ROATED TO SOCIOECONOMIC LEVEL

2

SOCIOECONOMIC LEVEL

5 6

(high)

convects unadjusted subgroup means (Eta .33).

connects Deans adjusted for fasily background factors (Feta .26).

connects swans adjusted for fasily background plus intelligence (Beta .16).

Shaded bars have width proportionate to subgroup site. height proportionate
to one standard deviation above and below unadjusted subgroup sawn.

Mote: The format used in this figure will be repeated throughout the revamping
chapters. The reader is urged to consult Appendix I, which discusses this
format and its rationale. Data corresponding to all figures are also
presented in Appendix I.
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FIGURE 5-3

SELF-CONCEPT OF SCHOOL ABILITY
RELATED TO FAMILY SIZE
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tntnetts unadjusted subgroup means (Eta .21).
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......connecta means adjusted for fasily backgro.r.d plus intelligence (Beta .10).
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to one standard deviation above and below unadjusted subgroup mean.
See Appendix E for further inforeation and for data underlying figures.
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FIGURE 5-4

SELF-CONCEPT OF SCHOOL ABILITY
RELATED TO FAMILY RELATIONS
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FAMILY RELAT1^NS

ft...connects unadjusted subgroup means (Eta .19).
-- -connects means adjusted for family background factors (Beta .14).

...,......connects means adjuited for family background plus intelligence (Set .12).

Shaded bar. haw width proportionate to subgroup size, height proportionate
to une statdard deviation above and below unadjusted subgroup mean.

See Appendix E for further information and for data underlying figur.s.
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A point made earlier bears repeating here. The family re-
lations measure is the only background dimension that is highly
subjective in nature. Its correlation with a highly subjective cri-
terion, self-concept of school ability, must be interpreted with
caution. In the next chapters we will deal at greater length with
such problems posed by the measure of famil:, relations.

Race. The data in Table 5-2 that involve our five-category
race variable provide something of a paradox: the effect after
adjustments for intelligence (QT) and other background factors is
much l.rger (Beta = .14) than the unadjusted effect (Eta = .06).
This is not the case for any other predictor in Table 5-2. It rep-
resents what Andrews, et al., (1967), call the "unmasking" effect
of Multiple Classification Analysis. Figure 5-5 illustrates this
effect. With nothing else controlled (Figure 5-5, solid line), in-
tegrated blacks are Identical to whites in their self-concept of
school ability, and southern segregated blacks are somewhat lower
than these groups. But when we control for SEL and other back-
ground factors (dashed line), this effect is reversed somewhat.
When we also control for QT (dotted line), there is a pronounced
tendency for blacks, especially those in southern segregated
schools, to be relatively higher than whites in self-concept of
school ability.

Now we are faced with an interesting problem of interpre-
tation. Based on the unadjusted relationship (shown by the solid
line in Figure 5-5), we might conclude that southern segregated
blacks have a relatively low self-image when it comes to school
ability. However, the adjusted relationships which take into ac-
count measured intelligence and family background (dotted line in
Figure 5-5) suggest that blacks in general, and particularly those
in southern segregated schools, tend if anything to overestimate
their academic ability.

One of the things that makes interpretation difficult is the
very nature of our measure of self-concept of school ability. Re-
spondents were asked to rate themselves "compared with those in
your grade in school" or "compared with other boys your age."
In principle, the appropriate reference group would be a very broad
cross-section of young men; however, to the extent that respond-
ents actually used friends and acquaintances as their reference
group, their answers may contain some controls for socio-
economic level and intellectual ability. For example, a black re-
spondent in a southern segregated school may quite correctly sce
himself as above average in scholastic ability compared with his
friends, yet he may be closer to the average when compared with
our total sample. In t* '3 example, the respondent has already
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F:CURE 5-5

SELF CONCEPT OF SCHOOL ABILITY

5.4 . RELATED TO RACE (FIVE- CATEGORY)
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connecta unadjusted subgroup means (Eta - .06).
.,...connects means adjusted for family background factors (Seta .07).

.....connects means adjusted for family background plus intelligence (Beta .14).

Shaded bars have width proportionate to subgroup sire, height proportionate
to one standard deviation above end below unadjusted subgroup mean.

See Appendix E for further information and for data underlying figures.
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matched himself with others of roughly equal socioeconomic level
and intellectual ability; the acijustments provided by Multiple Clas-
sification Analysis in such a case might actually overcompensate.

Given only a self-concept measure that is relative (i.e., de-
pendent on a reference group), and by its very definition subjective,
it would be difficult to deckle whether black respondents tend to
over-estimate or under-estimate their scholastic ability. In later
chapters, however, we will examine criteria such as plans for col-
lege and status jf aspired occupation. Such dimensions, while still
somewhat subjective, do not involve some of the reference group
problems mentioned above. They nevertheless show the same sort
of unmasking effect that we noted earlierblack respondents show
lower aspirations than whites until we take account of family back-
ground and Quick Test scores, and then they show relatively higher
aspirations than whites.

Other Background Characteristics. We have just discussed
four background dimensions: socioeconomic level, family size,
family relations, and race. These, in addition to intelligence, show
the strongest adjusted effects on self-concept of school ability.
The remaining four dimension', each show some small unadjusted
relationship; however, these :.ffects (like the corre,ponding ones
in the preceding chapter relating to the Quick Test) are largely
interpretable in terms of socioeconomic level.

Two additional multiple classification analyses were carried
out parallel to those in Table 5-2, except that these analyses omit-
ted the following predictor dimensions: broken home, religious
preference, family political preference, and community size. The
removal of these four predictors led to about a 1 percent reduction
in the variance explained; in other words, these four background
variables taken together can account for only about 1 percent ad-
ditional variance in se.lf-concept of school ability. In this chap-
ter, and in those that follow, we will devote little or no discus-
sion to these background predictors that show such small adjusted
effects on a criterion.

Intelligence Versus Other Background Predictors of SelfConcept
of School Ability

The issue of intelligence as an intervening variable was in-
troduced in the preceding chapter. The issue is very appropriate
to the present chapter on self-concept of school ability; we have
found that intelligence is the strongest predictor of this criterion,
but we also have indic-Ations that family background affects this
criterion independently of intelligence. Now, following the proce-
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dures introduced in Chapter 4, we will try to get a clearer picture
of the extent to which background effects on self-concept of school
ability operate both through and independently of intelligence.

Applying the model presented in Figure 4-12, and using data
from Table 5-2, we can explain a total of 29.1 percent of the
variance in self-concept of school ability as follows: 12.7 percent
represents the independent effects of measured intelligence (arrow
A), 2.8 percent represents the independent effects of background
characteristics (arrow C), and 8.6 percent represents the opera-
tion of background factors through intelligence (arrow B).

In short, self-concept of school ability is influenced consider-
ably by intelligence, but much of that influence can be traced back
to family background. In addition, some family background effects
remain above and beyond those which operate through intelligence.

Summary

The ability to do well in school is a matter of great con-
sequence to a young man. Society tells him that academic per-
formance is essential to his later vocational success, and he ac-
cepts that judgment. Accordingly, his self-concept of school ability
is likely to be an important part of his personality.

Our subjects generally rated themselves high in scholaE ic
abilities, including intelligence and reading skill. On response
scales that forced an individual to choose a position on either side
of the midpoint, only one-sixth to one-third of the respondents
rated themselves below average. This may reflect a certain de-
fensiveness on the part of some; but considering the significance
of this dimension, some degree of defensiveness may be necessary
to maintain self-esteem.

The most direct determinant of a boy's self-concept of school
ability is his actual intelligence (Eta = .46). But behind intelli-
gence lie family background factors that are also important pre-
dictors. Self-concept of school ability is highest when family
socioeconomic lcvel is high, number of siblings is few, and fam-
ily relations are reported as good. Much of the effect of these
background factors is interpreted of operating via their impact on
intelligence, but some of the effect is independent of measured in-
telligence.

Southern segregated blacks show slightly lower self-concepts
of school ability than do whites; however, once we account for
family background and measured intelligence, it no longer ap-
pears that they underrate their academic abilityin fact, their
self-concepts on this dimension are if anything relatively higher
than those of whites.



Chapter 6

MOTIVES

Motivestendencies to strive for certain goals or outcomes
are generally thought to be among an individual's more stable
characteristics. Deeply ingrained and formed over a long period
of time, motives seem especially likely to reflect the influence of
family background. In this chapter we will consider a number of
motives as they relate to background factors.

We will examine motives toward school, needs for sell-de-
velopment and self-utilization, test anxiety (sometimes interpreted
as the need to avoid failure), and the need for social approval.
We will see that cne measurefamily relationscorrelates fairly
well with each of these motive dimensions, but the correlations
are somewhat troublesome to interpret.

Before turning to the above topics, let us note two motives
that will not receive detailed discussion In this chapterthe need
for achievement and the need for affiliation. Early in the inter-
view, respondents were asked to tell three stories in response to
verbal cues from the Thematic Apperception Test.1 The interview
procedures followed those used by Gurin, et al., (1960); the use
of verbal stems instead of pictures was dictated by the need to
avoid the social-class or racial bias which are intrinsic to the
standard TAT picture cards. The stories were scored for achieve-
ment and affiliation imagery. (See Bachman, et al., 1967, for a
description of the scoring procedures.)

Essentially zero intercorrelations were found among the a-
chievement scores for the three different stories, and the same
was true for the affiliation scores. Total scores for the two
motive dimensions were computed, and multiple classification a-
nalyses were carried out attempting to predict each of the motive
dimensions from family background factors. The results were
completely disappointing. Family background factors plus intel-
ligence were able to predict a total of 2 percent of the variance
in need for affiliation, and less than 1 percent of the variance in
need for achievement.

--The three verbal stems were two men in a shop working on a
machine; a man working alone In his office at night; a young man talking
about something important with an elder man (Atkinson. 1958).

qi 105It

116
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This lack of positive findings should not, in our view, be
taken as clear evidence that needs for achievement and affiliation
are unaffected by the background dimensions we are examining.
It is far more likely that the motive measures we used lack va-
lidity. In addition to the absence of inter-story correlation and
the lack of relationship with family background measures, we find
that the motive measures are not meaningfully correlated with any
other criterion dimensions (see Appendix D).

It was to be expected, of course, that some of our measures
would not prove successful. In spite of considerable effort by the
interviewers, the respondents, and the scorers, these projective
measures were not effer.tive in our application. The reasons for
this failure in measurement are not clear; methodological explan-
ations might focus on the use of verbal cues rather than pictures,
or the fact that the respondents had to dictate their stories to an
interviewer rather than writing them. In any event, it is regret-
table that the loss involves so important a concept as the need for
achievement.

School Motivation

One portion of the group- administered questionnaire contain-
ed 27 items dealing with attitudes or motivation toward school.
Examination of the intercorrelations Fmong Ciese items in a pilot
study led to the development of one index based on 15 items and
another based on 8 items.

The first index, which we have termed Positive school at-
titudes, contains items that stress the intrinsic value of education;
for example, "I think school is important, not only for the prac-
tical value, but because learning itself is very worthwhile." Table
6-1 presents the complete set of items and response distributions.
Every one of the items is endorsed by at least three-quarters of
the respondents, who say they feel this way either "pretty mc2ti"
or "very much." It should be noted that the items possess a great
deal of social acceptabilitythey sound like the right thing to say,
and it may be that some of our respondents are inclined to tell
us what they think Nye want to hear. Taken at face value, the data
certainly suggest that most tenth-grade boys have favorable at-
titudes toward school.

The second index, termed negative school altitudes, consists
of eight items ranging from general dissatisfaction ("School is very
boring for me, and I'm not learning what I feel is important") to
a devaluation of school in comparison to other sources of experi-
ence ("A real education comes from your own experience and not
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TABLE 6-1

POSITIVE SCHOOL ATTITUDES

Percentage
Frequencies

I feel this way:

< a[tea Content

t
r;t t
y

feel satisfied with school because I learn more about
things I want to Voow 37 41

Education has a high value because knowing a lot is ieportant
to se 56 32

I think this school is a real chance for me; it can make a
real difference in my life 48 34

Even if I could get very good job at present, I'd still choose
to stay in school and get my education 60 25

I have put a great deal of myself into some things at school
because they have special meaning or interest for se 2' 42

17 4

9 2

13 4

10 5

21 3

I enjoy school because it gives me a chance to learn many
interesting things 31 4S 20 3

School gives me a chance to be with people ay own age and do a
lot of things that are fun 45 38 13 2

I think school is ieportant, not only for the practical value,
but because learning itself is very worthwhile 50 36 11 2

All people should have at least a high school education 69 22 5 2

I enjoy being in school because I feel Ile doing something that
is really worthwhile 41 37 18 3

An education is a worthwhile thing in life, even if ft doesn't
help you get a job 4S 34 14 6

I like school because I am improving ay ability to think and
solve problems 39 42 IS 3

I believe an education will help me to be a mature adult . . 53 32 10 3

I like school because I am learning the things I will need to
know to be a good citizen 36 41 18 4

School is satisfying to se because it gives me a sense of
accomplishment 32 42 21 3

11 E$.
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from the things you learn in school"). The items indicating gen-
eral dissatisfaction received little endorsement, on the whole, while
the items stressing the relative superiority of experience outside
school were endorsed more often. Table 6-2 presents the eight
items and response distributions.

TABLE 6-2

NEGATIVE SCHOOL ATTITUDES

Item Content Percentage Frequencies

I feel this vay:

'5 .+

't ; a C
m .t.
.
.. ..,L' 11
.

fi) (1.21') 6) r40)

Instead of being in this school, I wish I were
out working 6 9 32 52

School is very boring for me, and I'm not
learning what I feel is important 8 14 37 40

If I could get the job I wanted, I'd quit school
without heItating 9 10 19 61

A teal education comes from your own experience and
not from the things you learn in school . . .11 21 44 22

I as in school in order to get job; I don't
need the education and training ..... . 9 11 28 51

I can satisfy my curiosity better by the things
I leern outside of school than by the things I
learn here at school 13 25 42 19

I feel I can learn more from a very good job than
I can here at school 8 14 37 40

I feel the things I do at school waste my time more
than the t:.ings I do outside If school 7 12 34 46

The two scales are, of course, inversely related; the prod-
uct-moment correlation between them is -.51. Thus in mach of
what follows we will be able to talk about both scales together,
recognizing that a relationship for one will appear in the opposite
direction for the other.

Background Factors Related to School Motivation. The eight
background dimensions plus the Quick Test of intelligence are
shown in relation to positive school attitudes in Table 6-3, and
negative school attitudes in Table 6-4. For both criterion di-
mensions the strongest predictor is the measure of family rela-
tions (Eta values are .35 and .38). The pattern is quite straight-
forward; the better the family relations a boy reports, the more
positive (and the less negative) are his statements about school.
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TABLE 6-3

MULTIPLE CLASSIFICATION ANALYSIS OF BACKGROUND FACTORS
PREDICTING TO POSITIVE SCHOOL ATTITUDES

BACKGROUND PREDICTORS:

PREDICTING
FROM :ACH
CHARACTERISTIC
SEPARATELY

PREDICTING FROM
8 BACKGROUND
CHARACTERISTICS
SIMULTANEOUSLY

PREDICTING FROM
QUICK TEST AND
8 BACKGROUND

CHARACTERISTICS
SIMULTANEOUSLY

Eta Eta2 Beta Itt12_. Beta

I

2Bta_

Socioeconomic Level .10 .011 .08 .006 .07 .004

Number of Siblings .10 .010 .08 .006 .07 .003

Broken Home .05 .008 .06 .004 .36 .004

Family Relations .35 .125 .34 .113 .33 .111

Religious Preference .13 .018 .08 .007 .08 .007

Family Political Preference .06 .004 .03 .001 .03 .001

Community Size .06 .004 .07 .0-5 .07 .004

Race (Five-Category) .07 .005 .11 .013 .12 .013

Quick Test of Intelligence .10 .010 .06 .004

:2: .11::.148

.582

R2 .I46

Percent Percent
Varianceariance

Explained 16.1 Explained . 16.5

Eta is the correlation ratio unadjusted.
Eta is the explained sum of squares unedjusted.

Sett is the correlation ratio adjusted for effectt of other predictors.
Seta 2 is the explained sum of squares adjusted for effects of other predictors.
R is lie multiple correleti,a coefficient corrected for degrees of freedom.
R
2

indicates the proportion of variance in the dependent variable explained by
all predictors together after correcting for degrees of freedom.

The PtActra Vatianct ftptaatd is the percentage of variance in the dependent
variable explained by all predictors together with no correction for
degrees of freedom.

For further description of these statistics. see the section on Multiple
Classification Analysis In Chapter a.
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TABLE 6-4

MULTIPLE CLASSI2ICATION ANALYSIS OF BACKGROUND FACTORS

PREDICTING TO NEGATIVE SCHOOL ATTITUDES

PREDICTING FROM
PREDICTING PREDICTING FROM cencr. TEST AND
FROM EACH 8 BACKGROUND 8 BACKGROUND
CHARACTERISTIC CHARACTERISTICS CHARACTERiSTICS
Srl'ARATELY SlMULTANEOLSLY stmuumousLy

BACKGROUND PREDICTORS:

LEA Eta2 Beta Beta2 Beta Beta2

Socioeconomic Level .21 .045 .13 .017 .09 .008

Number of Siblings .16 .027 .07 .005 .05 .003

Broken Nome .07 .005 .01 .001 .00 .000

Family Relations .38 .147 .35 .125 .34 .119

Religious Preference .15 .022 .07 .005 .07 .004

Family Political Preference .08 .007 .04 .001 .03 .001

Community Sire .08 .006 .04 .002 .03 .001

Race (Five-Category) .10 .010 .07 .005 .10 .009

Quick Test of Intelligence .25 .060 .18 .0j2

R .420 g . .444

R2- .176 1 2 .198

Percent Percent
Variance Variance
Explained 19.1 Explained 21.3

ft4 is the correlation ratio unadjusted.
fir is the explained sum of squares unadjusted.
Etta is the correlation ratio adjusted for effects of other predictors.
Etta

2
is the explained sum of squares adjusted for effects of other predictors.

is the multiple correlation coefficient corrected for degrees of freedom.
R Indicates the proportion of variance in the dependent variable explained by

all predictors together after correcting for degrees of freedom.
The PeAcent Vatifines Exptained is the percentage of variance in the dependent

variable explsined by all predictors together with no correction for
degrees of freedom.

For further description of these statistics. see the section on Multiple
Classification Analysis in Chapter 4.
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The remaining background factors tend to show clearox re-
lationships with negative school ail 'lades than with positive ones.
Socioeconomic level shows a linear effect; the lower the SEL, the
more negative school attitudes a boy reports (Eta = .21). Family
size shows a curvilinear effect; as the number of siblings increases
beyond two, negative school attitudes become increasingly prom-
inent (Eta = .16).

Intelligence, as measured by the Quick Test, also shows a
stronger correlation with negative than with positive school at-
titudes (Eta = .25). Not surprisingly, the lower a boy's intelli-
gence, the more negative school attitudes he expresses. When we
look at positive school attitudes, however, there is little associa-
tion with intelligence (Eta = .10). This may help us clarify the
distinction between the two school attitudes scales. It appears
that bright boys are no more likely than others to say that school
is a wonderfully satisfying place to be, but they are less likely
to consider school boring and a waste of their time. In this re-
spect, our school attitude measures, which we have somewhat ar-
bitrarily classified as motives, may simply reflect some important
realities. All students are taught that school is a valuable ex-
perience and education is worthwhile in its own eight. Neverthe-
less, some students of more limited ability may often find that
the school is not organized to fit their needs and abilities; as a
result, they report that this "valuable" experience is also frus-
trating and dissatisfying.

Figure 6-1 presents positive and negative school ttitudes
as they relate to race. Blacks in integrated schools show con-
sistently above average school attitudes; before and after adjust-
ments for other variables, they are high in positive school at-
titudes and low in negative school attitudes. Blacks in southern
segregated schools are high in positive school attitudes. They
are also high in negative attitudes, until the Multiple Classification
Analysis compares them with others who are similar in socio-
economic level and Quick Test scores. Given this adjustment, the
southern segregated blacks appear relatively low in negative school
attitudes.

Needs for SeffDeveropment and Self-Utilization

The needs for self-development and self-utilization can be
viewed as two :omponents of the need for self-actualization. In
an attempt to measure these constructs, as defined by French
(French and Kahn, 1962; French, 1963), Judith Long developed two
questionnaire scales for use in our study (Long, 1967). Examples
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FIGURE 6-1A

POSITIVE SCHOOL ATTITUDES
RELATED TO RACE (FIVE-CATEGORY)
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connects unadjusted subgroup means (Eta .0)).

connects means adjusted for family background factor., (Beta .11).

connects means adjusted for family background plus intelligence (Beta .12).

Shaded bars have width proportionate to subgroup site, height proportionate
to one standard deviation above and beim, unadjusted sybgroup mean.

See Appendix E for further information and for data underlying figures.
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FIGURE 6 -18

NEGATIVE SCHOOL ATTITUDES
RELATED TO RACE (FIVE-CATEGORY)
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connects unadjusted subgroup means (Eta .10).

......connects means adjusted for family background factors (Beta .07).

connects means adjusted .,r family background plus intelligence (Beta .10).

Shaded tars have width proportionate to subgroup size, height proportionate
to oae candard deviation above and below unadjusted subgroup mean.

See Appendix E for further information and for data underlying figures.
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of self-development items are: In sports, I try to improve my
skill, rather than just having a good time; I would be unhappy in
a job where I didn't grow and develop. Examples of self-utiliza-
tion items are: The job I would like to have is one where I am
doing what I am good at; I am afraid that if I don't keep in prac-
tice I will lose my skills. A complete listing of the items in this
scale is presented elsewhere (Bachman, et al., 1967; see also
Arscott, 1968, for items plus response distributions).

The product-moment correlation between the two scales is
.72. The two scales also display nearly identical relationships
with background dimensions. Thus it is doubtful that the scales
have succeeded in measuring two separate components of self-
acLalization needs. At least for our present purposes, it will be
convenient to consider these dimensions jointly.

Background Factors Related to Self-Actualization Needs. Of
the nine dimensions considered, only threeintelligence, socioeco-
nomic level, and family relationsshow any meaningful relationship
with the self-actualization needs. There is a small positive re-
lationship between SEL and the needs for self-development (Eta =
.13) and self-utilization (Eta = .16). The family relations measure
shows a curvilinear association with these needs; self-actualization
needs are highest among those reportLng the best family relations,
but throughout the lower range of family relations these needs re-
main stable at a level just slightly below the grand mean (Eta =
.25 for self-development, Eta =.21 for self-utilization). Relation-
ships with intelligence are linear; as intelligence increases so do
the needs for self-development (Eta = .20) and self-utilization
(Eta = .19).

In sum, the family background dimensions and intelligence
account for about 12 percent of the variance in the need for self-
development, and about 10 percent in the need for self-utilization.
Boys who are highest in SEL, family relations, and intelligence
are highest in self-actualization needs.

Test Anxiety: the Need to Avoid Failure

Test anxiety 1 .ts been used by Atkinson (1964) as a measure
of fear of failure or the need to avoid failure. According to At-
kinson's theory, persons with a high fear of failure are likely to
avoid situations of intermediate risk, i.e., those situations which
provide a realistic challenge to their abilities. Our operational-
ization of this dimension consists of 16 true-fall e questions asking
the respondent about his feelings concerning tests; this Ss an adap-
tation by Irwin Katz from the Mandler-Sarason (1952) Test Anxiety
Questionnaire,
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Our subjects report a good deal of anxiety over exams.
About half say they feel very panicky when having to take a sur-
prise exam. Nearly three quarters say that during the tests they
find themselves thinking about what it would mean. to fail. Over
one quarter say they frequently experience stomach upsets after
important tests. A third say they freeze up on things like intel-
ligence tests and final exams. And 83 percent check this item as
true: "After taking a test, I always feel that I could have done
better than I actually did." (See Bachman, et al., 1967, for a
complete listing of items in the scale; see Arscott, 1968, for items
plus response distributions).

Background Factors Related to Test Anxiety. These con-
cerns about test performance are related to several background
factors. Most important is intelligence: the higher a boy's abil-
ity (Quick Test score), the lower is his test anxiety (Eta = .25).
Socioeconomic level and family relations also relate negatively to
test anxiety; boys are less anxious about tests to the extent that
their SEL is high (Eta = .15) and they get along well with their
parents (Eta = .18). Taken together, these three predictors can
account for about 10 percent of the variance in test anxiety.

Need for Social Approval

The questionnaire included 31 true-false items developed by
Crowne and Marlowe to measure the need for social approval.
These authors describe the scale as measuring the tendency to
avoid self-criticism and "to choose self-evaluative statements
which summatively portray a stereotypically acceptable self-
image" (Crowne and Marlowe, 1964, p. 180).

It appears that the need for social approval is quite strong
in tenth-grade boys. Consider the 'allowing examples of items
which a surprisingly large number of boys checked as true of
themselves: I never hesitate to go out of my way to help some-
one in trouble (60 percent checked as true). I am always careful
about my manner of dress (82 percent). I always try to practice
what I preach (68 percent). I never resent being asked to return
a favor (81 pc rcent). I am always courteous, even to people who
are disagreeable (53 percent). I have never deliberately sald
something that hurt someone's feelings (44 percent).

It is difficult to imagine very many individuals for whom the
above statements are "always" or "never" true; nevertheless, our
respondents describe themselves .n these terms.

On the other hark% a good many boys also checked negative
items as being true of them: Oa occasion I have doubts about my
ability to succeea in life (68 percent checked as true). I some-
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116 YOUTH IN TRANSITION

times try to get even, rather than forgive and forget (64 percent).
I am sometimes irritated by people who ask favors of me (44 per-
cent). There have been occasions when I took advantage of some-
one (74 percent).

In the case of these negative items, it is surprising that a
larger number did not check them as being true. For example,
we certainly would suspect that far more than 08 percent of tenth-
grade boys have occasional doubts about their ability to succeed
in life. In short, the Crowne-Marlowe scale seems to tap a rather
substantial tendency to avoid self-critical statements. (See Bach-
man, et al., 1967, for a complete listing of items in this scale;
see Arscott, 1968, for items plus response distributions.)

Background Factors Related to the Need for Social Approval.
The eight background factors plus intelligence are shown in rela-
tion to the need for social approval in Table 6-5. association
between intelligence and social approval needs is small (Eta =
.15), but nonetheless interesting. The lower an in lividual's in-
telligence, the more likely he is to score high on the Crowne-
Marlowe scalethat is, the more likely he is to check many of
the statements mentioned above as being "always" or "never" true
of himself. This is scarcely surprising; those individuals who are
the most intelligent are probably also among the most "test-wise,"
and thus may be suspicious of many of the overstated true-false
items in the Crowne-Marlowe scale.

Socioeconomic level shows only a slight association with the
need for social approval (Eta = .13); the relationship is in, e' se,
with boys at the lowest SEL showing the highest need for soc;a1
approval. The racial differences (Eta = A6) are due primari.
to a higher need for social approval on the part of blacks in south-
ern segregated schools.

The largest and most important relationship with the need
for social approval involves the measure of family relations, as
shown in Figure 6-2 (Eta = .29). There is a positive association
between these two dimensions which is particularly strong at the
high end of the family relations scale. This may mean that boys
who get along well with their parents really do take more care in
their manner of dress, and practice what they preach, and do the
rest of the socially desirable things in the Crowne-Marlowe scale;
an equally plausible explanation is that boys who get along well
with their parents also have a greater need to portray themselves
as socially acceptable.

Both of the above interpretations view good family relation3
as a cause of high scores on the Crowne-Marlowe scale. An al-
ternative explanation is to consider the family relations measure
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TABLE 6-5

MULTIPLE CLASSIFICATION ANALYSIS OF BACKGROUND FACTRS
PREDICTING TO NEED FOR SOCIAL APPROVAL

PREDICTING
FROM UCH
CHARACTERISTIC
SEPARATELY

PREDICTING FROM
8 PACKCROUND
CHARACTERISTICS
SIMULTANEOUSLY

PREDICTING FROM
QUICK TEST AND
8 BACKGROUND
CHAXACTERISTICS
SIMULTANEOUSLY

Eta Eta2 Beta Bets? Beta Beta2

BACKGROUND PREDICTORS:

Socioeconomic Level .13 .017 .11 .012 .GY .008

Number of Siblings .07 .005 .04 .002 .04 .002

Broken Home .05 .001 .03 .00I .03 .001

Family Relations .29 .086 .30 .092 .31 .054

Religious Preference .09 .00e .08 .007 .08 .007

Family Political Preference .08 .007 .05 .002 .05 .002

Commuaity Size .09 .008 .09 .007 .N .008

Race (Five-Category) .16 .077 .14 .021 .12 .015

Quick Test of Intelligente .15 .022 .11 .012

R .357 R .369

KZ. .128 g2v .136

Perctlt Percent
Variance Variance
Explained 14.4 fsplaired 15.3

(fa e is the correlation ratio 'nadjusted.
flet is the explained sus of squares unadjusted.
etta is the correlatton ratio adjusted to effects of other predictors.
ErEd In the explained sun of squares adjuoted for effects of other predictors.
R ifl the cmItiple correlation coefficient corrected for degrees of freedom.
R
f
indicates the proportion of variance in the depenaa variable explained ty
all predictor' together after correcting for degrgra of freedoa.

The PtActra Vatance Exptaintd is the percents...a of VITilACIf in the dependent
variable explained by all predictors together vith no correction for
deer s of freedom.

For further desctiption of these statistics, see the section on MOtiple
Classification Analysis in Chapter 4.
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FIGURE 6-2

NEED FOR SOCIAL APPROVAL
RELATED TO FAMILY RELATION.
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FAMILY RELATIONS

unseijvated subgroup means (Eta .29).

e.eeeeconnecte means adjusted for family background factors (Beta .30).

..... ..connects weals ailusted for family background plus intellipace (Beta .3I)
S:',e'ed beta have width propfltionste to subgroup site, height proportionate

to one standsil deviation above and below unadjoiteA subsroJp mean.
tie Appendix E for further information and for data underlying figures.
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as reflecting rather than causing the need for social approval. It
a boy has a strong need to portray himself in a favorable light,
perhaps he will for the same reasons describe his family relations
in very favorable terms. We have noted before that the family
relations measure is Wily subjective; now, given its substantial
correlation with the Crowne-Marlowe scale, we must be even more
suspicious about the extent of its validity as a measure of the
actual relationships between a boy and his parents.
Summary

APtitudes toward school, needs for self-development and self-
utilization, test anxiety, and the need for social approval were
examined in this chapter. The needs for achievement and affilia-
tion were not included, because of the apparent failure of our in-
terview adaptation of the Thematic Apperception Test to obtain
meaningful motive scores.

Two school attitude scales, one based on positive items and
the other based on negative ones, suggest fairly strong motivation
toward school on the part of tenth-grade boys. More positive (or
lest negative) attitudes toward school appear for boys win are
higher in intelligence, socioeconomic level, and family relations.

Slightly smaller but otherwise similar effects appear between
background factors and needs for self-development and self-utiliza-
tion. Those boys are highest in these self-i.ctualization needs who
are also highest in intelligence, socioeconomic level, asp 4 family
relations.

Test anxiety, a dimension which has often been used to in-
dicate a general mothe to avoid failure, is fairly high among our
respondents. They say that they .vorry a lot before, during, and
alter exams. The same pattern of background factors operates
here as was noted abive, but the relationships are inverse. The
higher a boy's intelligence, socioeconomic level, and family rela-
tions the lower is his test anxiety.

The Crowne-Marlowe measure of the need for social approval
taps an individual's tendency to portray himself in "stereotypically
acceptable" terms. Judging from their responses, this need is
quite high among tenth-grade boys. The need for social approval
shows a slight negative association with intelligence and socioeco-
nomic level; the brighter and more advantaged boys show a bit
less of this need to portray themselves favorably. But the social
approval need shows a positive association with the family relations
measure; the same boys who say they get along very well with
their parents also portray thembelves in very favorable terms.
This may well indicate that our measure of family relations is
heavily Influenced by respondents' needs for social acceptability.
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Chapter 7

SELF-ESTEEM AND OTHER
AFFECTIVE STATES

This chapter deals with dimensions that have been of great
interest to social scientists for a long time. Self-esteem, hap-
piness, depression, anomiethese and a number of other dimen-
sions all have something to do with an individual's general sat-
isfaction with life. And satisfaction, of one sort or another, has
consistently appeared as an important criterion dimension when
the impacts of social environments are studied.

While there has been much Interest in such dimensions, there
teas not been a great deal of consistency in their measurement or
in their conceptualization. A major step toward improving this
situation has recently been taken by Robinson and Shaver (1969)
in their extensive review and documentation of social psychological
attitude measures. Another effort, currently underway within the
Institute for Social Research, will make extensive use of the pres-
ent Youth in Transition data, along with data from many other
sources, in an attempt to improve conceptualization and operation-
alization in the general domain of affective states. In the present
chapter, however, we must limit our efforts to reporting separately
on several dimensions that deal with affective states, neognizing
that a coherent theory interrelating them has yet to be completed.

This approach seems pragmatically sound, if not theoretically
satisfying. Robinson and Shaver have noted that life satisfaction
and happiness measures have consistently correlated with each
oner and with other psychological attitudes. "Particularly signif-
icant is the finding that persons of high self-esteern or personal
competence express more satisfaction with life. Satisfaction has
also been found to be greater among people who are better socially
adjusted, who demonstrate more trust in people, who feel less al-
ienated, and who suffer less from anxiety, worry, and psychoso-
matic symptoms'' (Robinson anc: Shaver, 1969, p. 35).

This general finding is rep'icated in our data collected from
tenth -grata boys. Table 7-1 lists the dimensions to be reverted
in this chapter, and presents p odect-moment correlations among

'7,to 121
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them. As the table indicates, self-esteem shows fairly strong
relationships with each of the other scales having to do with af-
fective states.

TABLE 7-1

psopucr-MOMENT CORRELATIONS AMONG SELF - ESTEEM AND

OTHER AFFECTIVE STATES DINFSSIMS

1.

2.

3.

4.

S.

Self-Eatcem

Negative Affective States

Happiness

Somatic Symptoms

Impulse to Aggression

1.

-.52

.54

-.34

-.14

Z.

-.51

.54

.54

3

-.28

-.33

4,

.32

SelfEsteem

Two recent books dealing with self-esteem attest to the con-
tinuing interest in this concept. Rosenberg (1965) presents an ex-
tended treatment of self-esteem in adolescents, based on question-
naire data front over five thousand high school students in New
York State. Coppersmith (1967) reports a more intensive study
of sell-esteem In youoger children (fifth and sixth graders). As
Coopersmith points out, many findings from the two studies are
similar; we will note *horny that our own findings parallel theirs
in some ways, and also provide significant new information on
racial differences in self-esteem.

The kleant of Self-Esteem. Self-esteem has been defined
in many ways by previous writers. Within our own program of
research a variety of meanings have been a.ssociated with this
term. French and Kahn mention self-esteem among affective
states, but they also define it in self-identity terms:

Self-esteem ma} be defined as the average evaluation of the
attributes of the self - identity, where each attribute is weighted ac-
co.ding to Ita centrality. Another meawe of self-esteem may be
derived from discrepancies between the person's perceived attributes
and the attrtbetes of his iderl self, where the ideal self is conceived
as the most desirable positions on the ditnersions of self - identity
(French and Kahn, 1962, p. 21).

Except lot our measure of school ability self-concept, wt,
have foutid-it_difficult to measure self-identity dimensions through
Interview tecbtlques; thus for the present at least, we cannot op-
erationalite seif-esteem in terms of sell-identity.
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The definitions provided by Rosenberg and by Coopersmith
are quite consistent with the above views, although not linked so
explicitly to self-identity dimensions:

When we speak of high self-esteem, then, we shall simply mean
that the individual respects himself. considers himself worthy; hedoes not necessarily coos idei himself better than other', but he de-
finitely does not consider himself worse; he does not feel that he is
the ultimate in perfection but, en the contrary, recognizes his lim-itations and expects to grow and improve.

Low self-esteem, on the ether hand, implies self-rejection,
self-dissatisfaction, self-contempt. The individual lacks respect for
the self he observes. The self-p`^ture is disagreeable, and he wishei
it riere otherwise (Rosenberg, 1965, p. 31).

By self-esteem we refer to the evaluation which the individual
makes and customarily maintains with regard to himself; it expres-
ses an attitude of approval or disapproval, and indicates the extentto which the individual believes himself to be c tpable, significant,
successful, and worthy. In short, self-esteem is a personal Judgment
of worthiness that is expressed in the attitudes the individual holds
toward himself (Coopersmith, 1967, pp. 4-5).
These several definitions sham a common theme which is

basic to our use of the term; high self-esteem consists of favor-
able perceptions and evaluations of oneself.

Our m'asure of self-esteem, summarized in Table 7-2, is
very close to that used by Rosenberg (1965). Six of the ten items
were adapted directly from Rosenberg's scale; the others, devel-
oped in a study of individuals changing jobs (Cobb, et al., 1966),
are quite similar to the Rosenberg items. It was on the basis
of high intercorrelations in a pilot study that we decided there
was no reason to keep the two sets of items separate; see Bach-
man, et al., 1967, p. 73. The response scale ranging from "almost
always true" to "never true" was used to maintain consistency
with other portions of our questionnaire, and to permit the e,.n-
bedding of self-esteem items within a much larger set of affective
states items.

The response distributions in Table 7-2 suggest a fairly high
level of self-esteem in tenth-grade boys. Two-thirds of our re-
spondents say that they often or almost always feel themselves
persons of worth, at least on an equal ;lane with others. Almost
as many respond that they often or almost always feel they have
a number of good qualities, and feel they are able to do things
as well as most other people. The item which elicits the highest
proportion of low self- esteem responses, ''Sometimes I think I am
no good at all," may be lust the sort of statement which captures
some adolescents' uncertainty about themselves. It is worth noting
that the proportion of boys checking Ills statement as often or
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TABLE 7-2

SELF-ESTEEM SCALE

YOUTH IN TRANSITION

Percentage Frequencies

SELF - ESTEEM (Rosenberg)

I feel that I'm a person of worth, et least

tl

0 Ai A

on an equal plane with others 29 3h 26 5 1

I feel that 1 have a number of good
qualities 18 42 33 5 1

I am able to do things as well as most other
people 17 47 31 5

al feel I de not have such to be proud of 5 9 17 30 37

I take a positive attitude toward mysel 18 38 34 8 1

'Sometimes I think I am no good at all . 5 12 30 35 18

SELF- ESTEEM (dobb)

I as a useful guy to have around 17 41 39 2

al feel that I can't do anythirg rigbt . 4 8 22 17 2Q

When I do a job, I 4o it well 17 41 36 4 1

al feel that my life is not very useful . 4 6 20 34 34

'Reversed scoring

1 3 el
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TABLE 7-3

MULTIPLE CLASSIFICATION ANA1YFIS OF BACKGROUND FACTORS
PREDICTING TO SELF -ESTEEM

PREDICTING FROM
PREDICTING PREDICTING FROM QUICK TEST AND
FROM EACH 8 BACKGROUND 8 BACKGROUND
CHARACTERISTIC CHARACTERISTICS CHARACTERISTICS
SEPARATELY SIMULTANEOUSLY SIMULTANEOUSLY

BACKGROUND PREDICTORS:

Eta Etat Bets Betie. ]Seta Beta2

Socioeconomic. Le%el .15 .023 .12 .014 .10 .009

Number of Siblings .07 .005 .03 .001 .03 .001

%Token Home .04 .002 .01 .001 .01 .001

Vastly Relatiorn .36 .133 .3t .128 .35 .124

Religious Prefe,eace .12 .014 .09 .008 .08 .007

Vastly Pglitical Pretzrence .06 .003 .04 .002 .04 .002

Community Site .08 .006 .05 .002 .04 .0C2

Race (Five-Category) .07 .005 .10 .010 .14 .019

Quick Test of Int.11fgence .14 .021 .12 .016

R .406R .393

R2.R2. .115 2. .165

Percent Percent
Vertance Variance
Explained 17.0 Explained 18.1

Eta to the ccTrelstion ratio uaadjusted.
Eta t is tne vonlcined sum of squares unadjusted.
Can is 4e e:Trelation Tatim adjusted for effects of other predictots.
tad to the explained sum of squares adkated for effects o: other predictors.
R to the multiple coreelation coefficlent corrected for degrees of freedom.
R indicates the proportion of varianM In the dependent variable exylained by

ell predictors together after torret:int for degrees of freedom.
The Rtttenf itatianCt Etplaintd Is the percentage of variance In the dependent

variable explained by all predictor* together vith no corrsctien for
degree* of freedom.

lot [father description of these mtafictics. see the *attic:xi on Multiple
Claesifltation Analysts in Chapter 4.
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almost always true drops from 17 percent to 10 percent as they
go t-om the start of tenth grade to the end of twelfth grade; sim-
ilarly, the seldom or never true responses increase from 53 per-
cent to 66 percent.I

Background Factors Related to Self-Esteem. Table 7-3 sum-
marizes relationships between self-esteem and the eight dimen-
sions of family background plus the Quick Test of intelligence.
As we examine a number of these relationships we will note sim-
ilarities to the findings of Rosenberg (1965) and Coopersmith
(1967).

Looking briefly at the data for intelligence, we find a small
positive association with self-esteem (Eta = .14). A comparison
of R2 with and without the Quick Test (in Table 7-3) indicates that
the QT adds only about 1 percent to the ability of background fac-
tors to account for variance in self-esteem.

Coopersmith (1967) found a similar but much larger relation-
ship between measured intelligence and self-esteem in his sample
of fifth and sixth grade students. He also found self-esteem to
be related to self-reports of grades and school ability. Our meas-
ure of school ability self-concept, presented in Chapter 5, does
show a positive relationship with self-esteem (r = .S3). And our
respondents' reports of grades, to be discussed further in Chap-
ter 9, also relate positively to self-esteem (r = .23).

Turnigg next to socioeconomic level, our findings are essen-
tially the same as those of Rosenberg (1965) and Coopersmith
(1967); we find a weak positive relationship between SEL and self-
esteem (Eta = .15).

We find, as did Rosenberg (1965), a tendency for only chil-
dren to be slightly higher than others in self-esteem. Once we
adiust for SEL (through Multiple Classification Analysis), this is
the only difference in self-esteem that relates to family size, and
it amounts to only one-tenth of a standard deviation.

By far the largest relationship between self-esteem and the
dimensions of family background involves family relations (Eta =
.36). Figure 7-1 displays the substantial positive association be-
tween salt- esteem and good relations with parents. This is con-
sistent with Rosenberg's (1960 finding that adolescents with high
self-esteem report that their parents show relatively high interest
in their friends, their academic performance, and their contribu-
tions to mealtime conversation.

'There is an upward shift in thr, total self eotccm scale, as we ;bail
auto in Chapter 11.
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FIGURE 7-1
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Oar findings in this area, and those of Rosenberg as well,
sillier from the lack of objective data concerning parental behav-
ior. We have had to rely on the subjective assessments of re-
spondents, and as we noted in Chapter 6, such assessments may
be colca ed by tendencies to portray oneself in a favorable light.
Ceopersulith (1967), on the other hand, did have objective data
concerning parental behaviors. Ratings of maternal affection and
interest, obtained from interviewer reports and responses by moth-
ers, were positivelf related to self-esteem In Coopersmith's sam-
ple of pre-adolescents. These findings corroborate our own, and
leave us less iucltnej to dismiss our subjective data on relations
with parents.

W.1 turn next to religious differences as they relate to self-
esteoin The data, presented in Figure 7-2, show very little dif-
ference in self-esteem among religious groups, with one notable
exception: Jewish respondents are above average in self-esteem.
Unadjusted, the mean self-esteem score for the Jewish subgroup
is one-half standard deviat-on above the grand mean; after adjust-
ments for other background factors and intelligence, a difference
of one-quarter standard deviation remains. This effect, while not
strikingly large, is notable fog two reasons. First, it is consist-
ent with Rosenberg's (1965) clear finding that Jewish adolescents
are above average in self-esteem. Second, it is consistent with
other findings in this monograph, some already discussed ana
others to be presented later, which show Jewish boys to be above
average in ability and aspiration, as well as in their self-concepts.

Racial Differences in Self-Esteem. As Rosenberg has sug-
gested: if general status in society were a strong determining
factor in self-esteem, we should expect low self-esteem among
blacks, "who are exposed to the most intense, humiliating, and
crippling forms of discrimination in virtually every institutional
area" ( Rosenberg, 1985, pp. 56-57). Rosenberg did find his small
sample of lack adole nts to be slightly below average in self-
esteem, bu t e cowrie.- d the difference surprisingly small. Our
present fh.dings are even more surprising; black males score
noticeably ligher than whites on our self-esteem scale, and when
adjustments are made for other background factors the difference
becomes larger.

Figure 7-3 presents both unadjusted and adjusted racial dif-
ferences in set'- esteem. After adjust.-,ents for background and
Quick Test differences, blacks in integrated schools are 30 per-
cent of a standard deviation higher than whites, and those in seg-
regated schools are 50 percent of a standard deviation above the
whites.
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FIGURE 7-2
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On the face of it these data suggest that a common assump-
tion may be wrong, and that young black men do not in fact have
low self-esteem. This is a provocative finding; but like some
other racial differences, it leaves us with difficult problems of
interpretation. We noted in Chapter 5 that self -concept of school
ability among blacks is relatively high (i.e., it is high after ad-
justment for other background factorssee Figure 5-5). And in
Chapter 6 we found that blacks are higher than whites in the need
for social approval. Thus the possibility certainly exists that these
high self-esteem scores reflect a need among young black men to
portray themselves in favorable terms. We will return to this
issue J.: the final chapter, when additional evidence will be avail-
able to aid in our interpretation.

AffectTvo, Votes

Negative Affective States. A number of scales were included
in the questionnaire to measure dimensions of affective states.
An examination of intercorrelations rev( aled that six of these
scales are very closely associated with each other.2 Accordingly,
a single composite measure of negative affective states Virr, con-
structed by computing 2. mean for each respondent paced on the
following six scales:

Irritability (seven Items)
eeneral anxiety (seven items)
Anxiety and tension (I've items)
Depression (six items)
Anomie (eight items)
Resentment (seven items)

The term negative affective states seem! an appropriate
summary of these dimensions. A responde.* sco .1g high on this
composite measure would say that he son _limes, often or alma
always, feels: depressed, bored, useless, left out, worried about
many things, jealous, resentful, terse, and irritable.:,

The relationship between negative affective states and back-
ground factors can be described very briefly. The family rela-
tions measure shows a strong linear relationship with affective
states; the poorer the family -elations the greater the incidence

2The 15 product - moment correlations among pairs of these indexes
range from .43 to .6 ?, with a median of .57. Moreover, their correlations
with the Somatic Symptoms index (discussed below) are tightly grouped
within a range of .41 to .45.

3For a complete list of the items axed in the negative affective states
scales, see Bachman, et al., (1967); see Alec) Arsvott (1968) for items plus
response distr'outions.
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of negadve affective states (Eta = .43). Only one other relatioh-
snip is even worth mentioning: individuals with low scores on the
Quick Teat are more likely to experience negative affective states
(Eta = .11). Ail the rest of the backgrowid dimensions taken to-
gether add virtually nothing (less than 1 percent variance explain-
ed) to our prediction of negative affective states.

Happiness. Six questicanaire items were combined to form
a very simple index of happiness. Five of the items were pos-
itive: I generally feel in good spirits; I am very satisfied with
life; I find a good deal of happiness in life; I feel like smiling;
I feel happy. A majority of respondents, ranging from 56 to 72
percent, said these statements were often or almcst always filla
of themselves. Only 11 percent said the one negative item, "I
feel sad," was often or almost always true of them.

The family relations measure shows a positive linear cor-
relation with this happineFq index (Eta = .37). Absolutely nothing
is added to our prediction of this criterion when all other back-
ground dimensions plus intelligence are included in a multiple
classification analysis.

In short, the boys who describe their family relations in
positive terms also present a relatively positive picture of their
own affective states, and this is true whether we use a simple
index of happiness or a large composite measure of negative af-
fective status.

Sew itic Symptoms

An 18-item checklist of physical complaints was adapted from
thb questionnaire used by Gurlr, et al., (1960) in the study Amer-
icons View Their Mental Health. Most of our respondents indi-
cate that they are seldom or never bo.hered by such things as
nervousness, headaches, loss of appetite, shortness of breath, diz-
ziness, and trembling hands. Just under half say that at least
sometimes they hay., trriuble getting to sleep or staying aslee!),
and many say they find it difficult to get up in the morning. The
general picture is one of good health and few symptoms, as might
be expected for young men in high school. (For a list of the 18
items, see Bachman, et al., 1967; see also Arsctt, 1968, foi items
plus response distributions).

Our subjects do differ in the degree to which they mention
these symptoms, and those differences are strongly associated
with negative affective states (product moment r = .54) and mod-
erateiy related to our happiness index (r = -.28).
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The family relations measure shows a strong inverse as-
sociation with somatic complaints; the better a boy reports get-
ting along with his family, the fewer symptoms he mentions (Eta =
.43). Small relationships also appear with socioeconomic level
(Eta = .15) and family size (Eta = .13); more symptoms are re-
ported by boys at lower socioeconomic levels and those with three
or more siblings.

A moderate relationship appears between somatic complaints
and intelligence; there are considerably more symptoms at the
lowest level of Quick Test scores, and there is a continuing tend-
ency for complaints to decrease at higher levels of Quick Test
scores (Eta = .21).

Impulse to Aggression

The scale dealing with impulse to aggression is, like the hap-
piness scale, based on only a few items: I feel like swearing,
feel like losing my temper at my teachers, I feel like being a lit-
tle rude to my teachers, I feel like picking a fight with my par-
ents. Each of these statements was endorsed by about 20 percent
of the boys, who said they were often or almost always true; about
28 percent said they were sometimes true, and about half said
they were seldom or never true.

There are several reasons for including the impulse to ag
gression scale in a chapter on affective states. First, it reflects
some of the same sort of affelt as is tapped by the index of neg-
ative affective states; it correlates highly with this index (r
.54), and it shows fairly strong associations with other dimensions
described in this chapter (see Table 7-1).

Second, we find that impulse to aggression shows the same
strong correlation with family relations as we found earlier in
this chapter. The better a boy says he gets along with his par-
ents, till fewer aggressive impulses he reports (Eta = .36).

Third, we find some interesting racial differences it report-
ing aggressive impulsesdifferences which relate closely to our
findings on self-esteem. The racial differences in impulse to ag-
gression are displayed in Figure 7-4: a comparison with Figure
7-3 reveals the similarity to the findings for self-esteem. Clear-
ly, the youhg black males in c n sample admit to fewer aggres-
sive impulses than do whites.

This finding raises agai:i the question we asked concerning
racial differences in self-esteem: how much of the difference re-
flects a high need for social approval or favorable self-portrayal?
We found that the need for social approval (Crowne-Marlowe scale)
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YIGURE 7-4
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correlates positively with self-esteem (r = .29); it shows a strong-
er negative correlation with impulse to aggression (r = -.50). This
adds some support to the view that our black respondents have a
strong need to portray themselves !n favorable terms.

Summary

Self-esteem, defined as favorable perceptions and evaltotions
of oneself, is strongly correlated with a measure of happiness or
satisfaction with life; it is inversely relmed to measures of neg-
ative affective states, somatic symptoms, and impulse to aggres-
sion.

Our findings show a number of consistencies with other re-
cent studies dealing with sell- esteem (Rosenberg, 1965; Cooper -
smith, 1967): (a) Self-esteem shows a very small positive cor-
relation with intelligence, and somewhat higher correlations with
self-concept of school ability and self-reports of grades. (b)
Socioeconomic level also shows a positive, b4t rather weak, as-
sociation with self-esteem. (c) Jewish respondents are above
average in self-esteem.

Family relations show a fairly strong correlation with self-
esteem; the better the relationship a boy reports between himself
and his parents, the higher his self-ssteem. Our data, based only
on subjective reports, are consistent with those of Coopersmith
(1967) who used more direct and objective measures of parental
attitudes and behavior.

The family relations treasure is consistently the stroagest
predictor of the other dimensions treatsd in this chapter. it re-
lates positively to the happiness scale, and negatively to the others.
Negative affective states, somatic symptoms, and impulse to ag-
gression are reported highest among those w also describe the
poorest relationships with their parents. It is difficult to be cer-
tain about what these correlations mean. It o not unreasonable
to expezt affective states, self-esteem, and family relations all to
be associated; but the fact '.hat all of these dimensions involve
highly subjective response scales leaves open the possibility that
some of the association may be attributable solely to similarities
In the method of measurement.

An important finding in this chapter is Cot y^tung black men
report substantially higher self-esteem and lower impulse to ag-
gression than do whites. The data are certainly r ovocativiJ; taken
at face value, they suggest that young blacks do not suffer low
self -esteem.
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VALUES AND ATTITUDES

The dimensions examined in this chapter cover a wide range
including: occupational attitudes, feelings of personal efficacy or
control of one's destiny, `rust in other people, truss in the ;ov-
ernment, political awareness, and social values such as self-,:on-
trol, social responsibility, and reciprocity. The grouping of cri-
teria in this chapter, as in others, reflects some assumptions
thout conceptual similarity. Put in addition to conceptual sim-
ilarity, most of the dimensions included here have at least one
other thing in common; they are important to people in general,
as well as to social scientists.

Social Values

The questionnaire included a set of 10 scales, based largely
on Rams developed by Scott (1965) and Klinger (1961), and de-
signed t. tap values that are highly approved in the United Stetes.
Building on the theoretical position that values reflect a sense ,A
"oughtness" that one applies to all people, No asked respondents
to rate each of a number of statements according to whether it is
(1) a very good thin/ for people to do, (2) a good thing .
(:a) a fairly good thing . (4) a fairly bad thing . (5) a bad
thing ..., (6) a very bad thing for people to do.

Six of the value dimensions were closely relatzd conceptually
and are intercorrelated at a fairly high level. (Product-moment
correlations between pairings of them range from .21 to .71, with
a median of .51.) Accordingly, a composite measure of soclat
values vIs constructed by computing a mean for each respondent
based on the following six value scales:

Honesty (seven items)
Kindness (four items)
R.IcIprocity (seven items)
Self-control (five items)
Social responsibility (four items)
Social skills (six items)

Complete listings of items and response distributions are
available elsewhere (Bachman, et al., 1961; Aracott, 1965); a few
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items can serve as illustrations. An overv-heiming majlrily (80
percent) of tenth-grade boys endorse the following statement in
the kindness scale: "Helping another achieve his goals, even if
it might interfere with your own." The honesty scale poses some
more difficult items: 87 percent apply one of the good ratings
to "Always telling the truth, even though it may hurt oneself or
others;" however, the related it.m, "Telling a lie to spare some-
one's feelings," is rated bad by slightly fewer than half. "Helping
A close friend get by a tight situation, even though you may have
to stretch the truth a bit to do it" is given a good sating by 73
percent of the boys. In short, the respondents are very much in
favor of telling he truthin principle; but when honesty is in com-
petition with consideration for another's feelings or loyally to a
frienr:, then many of them are willing to condone some degree of
dishonesty.

Items in the reciprocity scale contain little in the way of
conflicting values. Accordingly, about 90 percent or more of the
espondents give ratings on the good side to items such as "Help-

ing a person who has helped you" and "People paying their debts
no mat'.11. what." Most of the self-cortrol items were couch( I in
similarly positive terms; thus over 90 percent endorse "Practicing
self-control: and "Always being patient with people." Even the
more qualified items, such a3 Mot expressing anger, even when
you have a reason for doing so," are endorsed as good by more
than 80 percent. The social skills items are endorsed by prac-
Molly everyone; consistently over 90 percent give good ratings
to statemnts such as "Being able to get along with all kinds of
people, whether or not they are worthwhile," and "Being able to
get people to cooperate with you."

Several items in the social responsibility scale are stated
in negative terms. "Borru-sing money and not expecting to pay
it hack" and "Charging bills without knowing how to pay them"
are given a bad rating by just under 80 percept of the respondents.
On the other hand, the fact that about 20 percent would rate the
above statements good is a bit unsettling. A more mildly nega-
tive item, "Holding a reserve library book needed by another stu-
dent," is endorsed as good by 28 percent.

One interpretation of the above percertages is that at least
a portion of boys endorsing ncgativc items are not really socially
irresponsible, but were instead lulled into a positive response bias
by a very large proportion of positively-worded items in the ques-
tionnaire Beaton on values. We suspect this interpretation is re-
alistic rather than charitable; total scores on the composite social
values index are very similar when we compare boys of average
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and those of above average intelligence (as measured by the Quick
Test), but those with the lowest intelligence scores have lower
scores on the social values indexquite possibly because they were
not reading the items carefully enough.'

Background Factors Related to Social Values. The relation-
ships between background dimensions and social values are sum-
marized in Table 8-1. By far the strongest association involves
the family relations measure (Eta = 35); the better a boy's rela-
tions with his parents, the higher he scores on the social values
index. As the multiple correlation coefficie,its indicate, the re-
maining background factors and intelligence add very little to our
ability to predict social values scores. There is a slight tendency
toward lower social values scores among boys at low socioe-
conomic levels and among those front relatively large families.
These findings are not surprising, particulnrly in the light of the
tendency we noted earlier for boys at the lowest levels on the
Quick Test to have lower social values scores.

In short, family relations is the one family background di-
mension that predicts clearly to social values. The questions
raised in the last chapter concerning the family relations index
are equally applicable here: it is a highly subjective dimension
that shows its etroagi st associations with criterion dimensions
that are equally subjective.

Attitudes Abou! Jobs

A reries of items was included in the que3tionnaire to assess
respondents' attitudes toward different aspects of jobs. An initial
examination of intercorrelations among items led to the construc-
tion of two scales, one showing strength of preference for "a job
that pays off," and the other showing strengib of preference for
"a job that doesn't bug me." The items and response distributions
are presented in Table 8-2.

Early analyses indicated that although these two scales are
positively correlated (r = .13), they consistently show opposite re-
lationships with othe. dimensions (such as SEL, intelligence, and
level 0:1 aspired occupation). An examination of the items in Table
8-2 will help account for these preliminary findings. Agreement
with the "job that pays off" items implies a good deal of ambi-
tionan interest in tieing present skills, Learning new skills, get-

'These speculations about response bias clearly suggest areas for
further work. Such efforts go beyond the scope we have defined for the
present monograph, but intens.ve exploration of social values will be made
in future analyses of our data.
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TABLE 8-1

MULTIPLE CLASSIFICATION ANALYSIS op TACKGR(,sr, FACTORS

PREDICTING TO SOCIAL VALUES

PREDICTING FROM

PREDICTING PREDICTING FF(M QUICK TEST AND

FROM EACH 8 BACKGROUND 4 BAKGROUND
CHARACTERIVIC CHAAACTE,W:1,75 ONAACTERESTICS
SEPARATELY SIMULTANLok,L1 SIPMLTANEOUSLY

BACKGROUND PREDICTORS:

Eta Eta2 Beta Eeta2 Beta Beta2

Socioeconomic Level .16 .024 .12 .015 .10 .009

Number of Siblings .11 .011 .05 .00) .05 .033

brc'en Home .08 .007 .03 .001 .03 .001

Family Relations .35 .125 .33 .109 .32 .103

Religious Preference .11 .013 .07 .005 .08 .006

Family Political Preference .06 .004 .03 .0C1 .03 .001

Community Size .05 .003 .02 .000 .03 .i.C1

Race (Five-Category) .08 .006 .04 .301 .05 .003

Quick Test r.f. Intelligence .19 .037 16 .025

R .3C8 g .389

R
2

.136 g2 .151

Percent retreat

Variance Variance

Explained 15.1 Explained 16.0?

feeds the correlation ratio unadjusted.
Ern is the etplained sum of squares unadjusted.
Cantle the correlation ratio adjusted for effect. of other predictor..

Seta Is the explained sum of squares adjusted for effects of other predictors.
R ix the multiple correlation coefficient corrected for degrees :f freedom.

R
2 indicates the proportion of variance in the dependent variable explained by
all predictors together after correcting for degrees of freedom.

The PeActa Variance ftpadAmed is the percentsge of variance in the dependent
variable explained by all predictors together with no correction far

degrees of freedom.

For further description of these statfettet, see the section on Multiple

Classification Analysis in Chapter 6.
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TABLE 8-2

JOB ATTITUDE ITEMS
Percentage
Frequencies

14
:4

Item Content 4 z
PREFERENCE FOR "A JOB THAT DOESN'T Ex ME"

A job where there's no one to bow. se on the work 16 42 27 14

A job where I don't have to work too hard 13 31 36 18

A clean lob, where I don't get dirty 16 28 b0 25

A job where 1 don't have to take a lot of responsibility. 12 29 35 23

A job that leaves me a lot of free time to .o what 7 want to do 24 38 247 9

A job that my frtends think a lot of -- has clams 25 35 25 13

A job that doesn't woke ms learn a lot ,f new thing. 11 18 33 37

PREFERENCE POE "A JOB TEAT PIIS OFF"

A job that is steady no cLance of being laid off 61 31 5 1

A ;oh where 1 can learn new things, learn new skills 57 32 8 1

A job with good chancel for gettirs ahead 67 25 5 1

A job where toe pay in good 64 29 4 1

A job that uses $7 skill and abilities -- lets me do the things 1
an do best 62 30 S 1

A job that has nice friendly people to work with 49 39 9 1

An index of Ambitious Job Attitudes was computed as follz.e.:

[Ambitious Job IJob That Pays) (job That Doe:r'l
Attitudes Score ff Scot' Sus Me ScoAt ha

'The coretant vas added to avoid negative valve i.
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ting ahead, and making good pay. Agreement with the "job that
doesn't bug rae" items suggests something quite different from
ambition; in fact it shows a tendency to avoid many things th,t we
associate with ambitionthings such as hard work, long hours, re-
sponsibility, and learning new skills. This difference in orienta-
tion between the two scales helps us understand why they show
opposite relationships with other dimensions, but it leaves unex-
plained the fact that the two scales have a slight positive corre-
lation with each other. We suspect that the positive correlation
reflects some degree of response set or positive response bias.
There is a strong tendency to check the "job that pays off" items
as being very important. This tendency is sharply reduced, but
by no me_As eliminated, in the "job ..hat doesn't bug me" items.
Obviously, some respondents checked both kinds of items as being
important for themselves, and this is the basis for the positive
correlation between the two scales.

Given these preliminary findings and our interpretation of
them, it seemed appropriate to compute a summary index of am-
bitious job attitudes, an index which gives positive weight to the
"job that pays off" items and negative weight to the "job that doesn't
bug me" items. Such an index neatly cancels the effects of posi-
tive response bias (since a tendency toward checking "very im-
portant" operates half positively and half negatively in its effect
on the index score). The formula for this index is presented at
the bottom of Table 8-2.

Background Factors Related to Ambitious Job Altitudes.
Table 8-3 summarizes the relationships between background f ac-
tors and the index of ambitious job attitudes. The strongest re-
lationship (Eta = .33) involves the family relations measure, as
shown in Figure 8-1. The figure indicates that better family re-
lations tend to be associated with greater ambition, but the effect
is not entirely linear; those at the lowest level of family relations
do not have the lowest mean score on the job attitudes index.
Figure 8-1 also provides a graphic reminder of a general point
first noted in an earlier chapter: adjustments for other background
factors and intelligence d) not appreciably affect the association
between family relations and the, criterion, because the family re-
lations measure is only vcry slightly correlated with the other
predictor dimensions.

The Quick Test provides the next strongest relationship with
the ambitious job attitudes index (Eta r .27). The correlatio.. is
linear and positivethe more intelligent a boy is, the more am-
bitious are his attitudes toward jobs. However, adding the Quick
Test to family tackground measures contributes relatively little

1 5 IN
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TABLE 8-3

MULTIPLE CLASSIFICATION ANALYSIS OF BACKOROEW FACTORS
PREDICTING TO AMBITIOUS JOB ATTITUDES

.43

PREDICTING FROM
PREDICTING PREDICTING FROM QUI(K TEST AND
FROM EACH BACKGROUND 8 BACKGROUND
aARACTERISTIC Ch^RACTERISTICS CHARACTERISTICS
SEPARATELY SIMULTANEOUSLY SIMULTANEOUSLY

BACKGROUND PREDICTORS:

Eta Eta2 !Asti Beta2 Ieta Beta2

Socioeconomic Level .23 .055 .13 .017 .10 010

Number of Siblings .16 .026 .C4 .002 .04 .002

Broken Home .06 .004 .02 .001 .03 .001

Family Relations .33 .112 .31 .093 .30 .037

P:Aigious Preference .17 .029 .09 .008 .08 .007

Family Political Preference .05 .002 .04 .002 .04 .002

Community size .09 .007 .05 .002 .05 .002

k.ce (Five-Category) .20 .0v0 .11 .013 .07 .005

Quick Test of IntelligInce .27 .0 17 .027

R .402 .423

R
2

.162 12. .179

Percent Percent
Variance Variance
Explained 17.7 Explained 19.5

Eta is the correlst.on ratio unadjusted.
[MI is the explained sun of squares unadjusted.
Era is the correlation ratio adjusted for effects of other predi-tors.
Seta Is the explain:4d sum of squares Adjusted for affects of other predictors.
R IA the multfole correlation coefficient corrected for degrees of freedom.
R indica.: the proportion of variance in the dependent variable explained by

all predictors together after correcting for degrees of freedom.
The PtAtent Validnet ExpEmimed is the percentage of variance in the dependent

variable explained by all predictors together with no correction for
degrees of freedom.

For further description of these statistics. see the section on Multiple
Classification Analysis in Chapte 4.
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to our ability to predict ambitious job attitudes; as the summary
statistics at the bottom of Table 8-3 indicate, the unique or inde-
pendent effects of intelligence explain less than 2 percent of the
total variance. Our interpretation, based on the model summarized
in Figure 9-12, is that much of the relationship between the Quick
Test and ambitious job attitudes actually reflects background ef-
fects operating through intelligence as an intervening variable.

Turning to one such background factorsocioeconomic level
which operates through intelligence as an intervening variable, we
find a fai!ly consistent positive relationship with ambitious job
attitudes (Eta = .23). The one exception to this trend is that those
at the highest socioecono.nic category show no higher ambition
than those at the next highest category.

There are religious differences in job attitudes, as s!iown
in Figure 8-2. The most ambitious attitudes a.e expressed by
Episcopalians, the least ambitious ones by Baptists, and the rest
of the Protestant denominations show a pattern of job attitudes
that parallels the gradual increase in SEL as one moves from left
to right on the figure. Catholics show just about r.verage ambition
LI their job attitudes. Jewish respondents shy.., a high level of

ambition, equivalent to that of Episcopalians.
Racial differences in Job Altitudes. Some racial differences

exist in job attitudes (Eta = .20). These differences are compli-
cated, however, and require careful examination. We may begin
by observing that black respondents have lower scores than whites
on the index of ambitious job attitudes. Those blacks who attend
integrated schools differ from whites by less than one-third of a
standard deviation, but those in segregated schools (North and
Sol.h) are about two-thirds of a standard deviaiton lower Lan
whites. Of course, these differences are sharply reduced after
adjustment for other background factors. NeVertheless, the data
taken at face value seem to indicate. that blacks are less ambitious.

Now let us consider what it means to have a low score on
the ambitious job attitude° index. The index is composed of two
ingredientsthe scale indicating preference for "a job that pays
off" and the scale showing preference for "a job that doesn't bug
me." Considering the way the index was computed, a young man
could have a low ambition score because he has low preference
for "a job that pays off," or because he has high preference for
"a job that doesn't wg me," or both. Our interpretation of racial
differences depends a good deal on which of the above explanations
applies most black respondents. The necessary data were ob-
4,1ned from two additional multiple classification analyses, one
iredicting to the "jcb that pays off" scale and the other predicting
to the "job that doesn't bug me" scale.
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The results from these analyses are unambiguous. Thereare scarce!y any racial differences in preferences for "a job thatpays off," with those in integrated schools scoring just above whitesand those in segregated schools scoring slightly below whites (Eta =.b8). Racial differences do appear when we consider preferencesfor "a job that doesn't bug me." Along this dimension we findintegrated blackc more than one-third FtandarI deviation higherthan whites; for northern segregated blacks the difference exceedsone-half stanard deviation, and for southern segregated blacksthe difference reaches three-quarters of a standard deviation (Eta =.19).
What can we conclude from these findings? First, it seemsfairly clear that blacks show no lesa interest than whites in good,attractive jobs "that pay off." But should we also conclude thatClacks are less willing to work hard, take responsibility, and soforth? We think that would be a very faulty reading of the data.The only substantial racial difference we've found here is thatblacks consider it especially important to have a job where theyare not "bossed," where they don't have to work too hard, andwhere they don't get dirtya job that Is approved by their friends.Certainly this Is the sort of attitude that might arise hi reactionto generations of discrimination in lobsdiscrimination which re-sulted in black men holding relatively mean, dirty, and physicallystrenuous jobs. The young black high school student probablyknows better than most whites what it means to have "a job thatdoes bug me," and avoiding that sort of job seems more importantto him than to the average white. In our view, it is likely thatsome of the items or the "job that doesn't bug me" scale meansomething very special to black respondents, and that this, morethan anything else, accounts for the racial differences we haveobserved here.

Internal Versus External Control of One's Foe,

Rotter (1983, 1966) has distinguished between individuals whoperceive that they themselves control their fate (internal control)
and those who feel they are controlled by outside events (externalcontrol). With race and intelligence held constant, Rotter (1966)found the perception of internal control to be positively related tosocial class, bared on a national sample of children. Coleman(1966) found that "the extent to which an individual feels that hehas some control over his own destiny' (p. 23) is an important
predictor of school achievement.

Twelve items from Rotter's (19661 f -F (internal-external)
Scale were included in the questionnaire in order to measure the
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dimension of personal control. (For a listing of items, see Bach-
man, et al., 1967; for items plus respc Ise distributions, see Ar -
scott, 1968.) The resulting index of internal control is positively
correlated with a number of dimensions discussed earlier: am-
bitious job attitudes (r = .38), social values (r = .35), and self-
esteem (r = .23).

Background Factors Related to Internal Control. The rela-
tionships between internal control and background factors are sum-
marized in Table 8-4. Once again we find the family relations
measure to be the strongest predictor (Eta = .29); the better the
family relations a respondent reports, the greater his feeling that
he personally controls his own fate. Socioeconomic level shows
a smal:er positive effect (Eta = .18), and one that is reduced by
half after adjustment for other predictors. This represents a very
weak replication of Rotter's (1966) finding tha social class re-
lates positively to internal control.

Internal control is positively related to intellectual ability.
Its correlation with the Gates Test of Reading Comprehension (de-
scribed in Chapter 4) is somewhat higher (r = .31) than its cor-
relation with the Quick Test (r = .22). This nay simply indicate
a limitation of the instrument for measuring internal control, a
bias related to reading skill. But it could also be indicating that
reading skill really is important to feelings cf personal control
among our respondents; in high school the boy who can read well
is more likely to be control of the situation" than is the poor
reader.

Turning to racial differences in internal control, we find
that southern segregated blacks are about one-half standard de-
viation lower than whites, whereas blacks in integrated schools
and northern segregated schools have the same scores as whites.
As the data presented in Table 8-4 indicate, very little racial dif-
ference remains in internal control after adjusting for other fac-
tors (through Multiple Classification Analysis).

Patricia Gurin and her colleagues (Gurin. et al., 1969) have
recently found that among black college students it was useful to
distinguish between two attitudes a person may hold: the idea
that people in general control their own lives, and the idea that
he controls his own life. A persen who has been the victim of
discrimination may feel that people in general do control their
own lives (high internal control attitude) but feel that he person-
ally has much less control of his own life (low internal control
attitude). This distinction tas sometimes been reflected in dif-
ferent responses to items in the Rotter I-E Scale, depending on
whether the items are phrased in the first person ("In my case,

151''
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TABA 8-4

MULTIPLE CLASSIFICATION ANALYSIS OF BACKGROUND FACTOkS
PREDICTING TO TOTAL INTERNAL CONTROL

PRATICTIK FROM
PREDICTING PREDICTING FROM QUICK TEST AND
FROM EACH 8 BACKGROUND 8 BACKGROUND
CHARACTERISTIC CHARACTERISTICS CHARACTERISTICS
SEPARATELY SIMULTANEOUSLY SIMULTANEOUSLY

BACKGROUND PREDICTORS:

Ets Ets2 Beta Beta2 Beta Beta2

Socioeconomic Level .18 .033 .12 .014 .08 .007

Rumba.' of Siblings .13 .017 .04 .002 .04 .001

Broken Home .08 .307 .03 .001 .02 .001

Family Relat.ons .29 .086 .27 .074 .26 .068

Religious Preference .08 .006 .06 .004 .07 .005

Family Political Preference .05 .003 .02 .cno .02 .000

Community Site .07 .005 .05 .003 .05 .003

Race (Five-Category) .13 .018 .07 .006 .04 .002

Quick Test of Intelligence .73 .055 .17 .527

R .327 g .355

R
2

.107 It

2
.126

Percent
Variance
Explained 12.3

Percent
Variance
Explained 14.4

Eta is the correlation ratio unadjusted.
ftn2 is he explained sum of squares unadjusted.
ectl t- the correlation ratio adjusted for effect. of other predictors.
Seta

2
le the explaired sum of satiates adjusted for effects of other predictors.

R is the multiple correlation coefficient corrected for degree@ of freed...
R indicates the proportion of variance in the dependent variable explained oy

all predictors together after correcting for degrees of freedom.
The PaetAt Vatianct Etptained is the percentage of variance in the dependent

variable explained by all predictor. together with oo correction for
degrees of freedom.

For fu.ther description of these statistics. see the section on Multiple
Classification Analysis in Chapter 4.
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getting what I want has little or nothing to do with luck") or the
third person ("Becoming a success is a matter of hard work, luck
has little or nothing to do with it").

Among the 12 items from the Rater scale used in the pres-
ent study are all 5 of the first-person iteu,s which Gurin, et al.,
identify as the "personal control" factor, and 7 of the 13 third-
person items they identify as the "control ideology" factor. Pre-
liminary analyses carried out with separate indexes for first-per-
son items and third-person items produced essentially the same
pattern of racial differences as was found for the index based on
all items. Thus it appears that the first-person versus third-
person distinction is not uecessary for the analyses presented In
this monograph.

Altitudes of Trust

It is hard tc define, much less measkire, such attitudinal di-
mensions as faith in one's fellow man or trust in social institu-
tions. Nevertheless, in this section we examine two measures of
this sort, trust in people and trust in the governmen:. We will
first describe the two scales separately, then disrvss jointly their
relationship to background factors.

Trust in People. This scale consIzts cf three items devel-
oped In the Political Behavior Program of the Survey Research
Center. They have been used in cross-sectional interview studies
of adult Americans in 1964 and 1968 (see Robinson, et al., 1969,
for a discussion of the scale and its use in election studies), and
in a questionnaire used to study the political socialization of high
school seniors in 1965 (Jennings and Niemi, 1968a; Jennings and
Niemi, 1988b; Jennings and Levinson, 1968) Table 8-5 presents
the item versions used in our questionnaire, along with response
distributions from our study and the national interview studies.

The differences in Table 8-5 suggest that the tenth-grade
boys in our sample have somewhat lees trust in people than do
adults. Of course, this difference could be due entirely to the
fact that our respondents used queutionnatres while the adults re-
sponded to interview questions; it may be harder to tell an inter-

!

viewer that you don't trust people thr.: to check such statements
on a questionnaire. It is possible, however, that the differences
are real, and reflect the norms of present adolescent society.

Trust in the Government. This scale, like the last one,
comes out of the work of the Political Behavior Program of the
Survey Research Center (Robinson, et 11., 1913;; Jennings and
Niemi, 1088a and b; Jennings and Levinson, 1968). The three items

159
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TABLE B -5

TRUST IN PEOPLE SCALE

(4 Indicates trusting response)

1 MORE STRONGLY

Tenth-
grade
Bo54

National Samples
of Adulte

BELIEVE TRAT1 !1966) (1964) (1968)

*Most people can be trusted. 542 562

You have to be very careful before
trusting people. 542 462 442

*Moot people try to be helpful. )12 572 602

Most people are just looktna out for
themselves. 452 432 402

Most people would take advantage of
you if they had a ChalICK 462 302 312

*Moot people try to be fain, .van when
they wouldn't have to be. 522 102

Klestil', Data 2-32

Aver'sa number of trusting responses 1.52 1.78 1.87

'c from Robinson, it al., (1969). pp. 530 -532.

presented in Table 8-6 ask whether the government wastes much
tax money, whether it can be trusted to do what is right, and
whether the people running the government know what they are
doing. Our questions used different response stems than those
used by Jennings, so precise comparisons of the two sets of dpta
are not possible. Nevertheless, our data from tenth-grach boys
seem fairly consistent with the Jennings study of high school sen-
iors. The young people in both samples think the people in gov-
ernment usually or almost always know what they are doing and
can be trusted to do what is right, but they also think the govern-
ment wastes at least some tax money.

Background Factors Related to Attitudes of Trust. The two
scales described above are only modestly correlated (r = .18).
They do P:i0W, however, some similarities and differences that
make it useful to discuss them jointly. The first similarity worth
mentioning is that both trust dimensions are positively correlated
with the family relations scale; the better a young man rates his
family relations, the more faith he has in others (Eta = .14) and
the more he trusts the government (Eta = .28).

160
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TABLE 8-6

TRUST IN THE GOVERNMY1T SCALE

Percent age
Frequencies

Do you think the government mattes much of the
money ve pay in taxes?

Nearly all tax money is wasted S

A lot of tax money is wasted 25

Some tax money is wasted 40

A little tax money is vested 23

No tax money it wasted 5

Nov much of the time fo you think you can trust the
government in Washington to do what is Tight?

Almost always 28

Often 44

Sometimes 21

Seldom 1

Never I

Do you feel that the pecple running the government are
smart people who usually know what they are doing?

They almost always know what they are . 50

They usually know what they are doing 48

They sometimes know what they are doing 17

They seldom know what they are doing 3

They never know what they are doing

Attitudes of trust related to religious background are sum-
marized in Table 8-7. Robinson, et al., (1969, p. 530) note that
the national samples of adults in 1964 and 1968 provide some sup-
port for the general finding that ". .. people belonging to Funda-
mentalist religions share a pessimistic credo about their fellow
man." Our own data are consister' with this finding; Baptists and
members of the Church o? Christ show the lowest trust in people
among Protestants, while Methodists and Episcopalians show the
highest. (The findings among Protestants for the trust in govern-
meat scale show a parallel pattern, but it is very weak.) Catholics
are just above average on both trust scales, a finding that matches
the data on adults.

The largest surprise in our religious data involves Jewish
respondents. Among Jewish adults, trust in people was well above
the national average in both 1964 end 1968 (Robinson, et al., 1969).
In our sample of tent! -graders, however, Jewish boys were far
below any other group on this dimension; they checked an average
of only ono out of three trusting responses. On the other hand,
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TABLE 8-7

ATTITUDES OF TRUST RELATED TO RELIGIOUS BACKGROUND

Scale Range:
Yea,:
Standard Deviation:

Religious Belief:

Trust in
People

Trurt in the
Government

4.3
1.52
1.10

1-5

3.67

.66

Jevish 1.00 3.83

Boman Catholic, Eastern Orthodox 1.59 3.75

Baptist 1.35 3.60

Churches of Christ, Disciples
of Christ, United Church of
Christ 1.41 3.64

Lutheran 1.49 3.63

Methodist 1.75 3.68

Presbyterian 1.63 3.71

Episcopal 1.6! 3.73

Other Protestant 1.60 3.62

Other and Kissing eta 1.43 3.64

(Et .14) (Eta .09)

they were above any other religious category in their trust of the
government. These findings are puzzling; later In the chapter we
will discuss them further.

We considered it quite possible that there would be some
diaerences in trust of the government related to family political
preference, since Repcblicans are thought t( be more wary of
government (especially the government in Washington) than are
Democrats. The results, however, show no difference worth re-
porting (Fta = .06).

Differences among racial groups do exist. These differences
do rot account for very much of the total variance in trust scores,
becauae the largest effects involve the numerically small subgrJup
of blacks in integrated sch Ws. Never..heless, the findings will
help is gain further perspci-tive on attitudes of trust by members
of minority groups. Table 8-8 summarizes differences in trust
among lacial subgrrilps. The data for blacks in integrated schools

1162
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TA8LE 8-8

RACIAL DIFTERENOES IN kT11TULES OP TRUST

Trust in
People

Trust in the
Government

Scale Rasp: 0-3 1-5

Mean: 1.52 1.67

Standard Deviation: 1.10 .66

Racial Subgroup:

White 1.54 3.66

Integrated Black 1.08 3.88

Northern Ilegrepated black 1.19 3.51

Soutlerc .ftgregated Black 1.36 3.69

Other Racial Minorities 1.46 3.70

(Eta - .09) (Eta - .06)

parallel the o.ta for Jewish respondents; compared with the other
racial subgroups, integrated blacks have the lowest trust in people
and the highest trust in government.

The parallel findings for Jewish respondents and blacks in
integrated schools suggest that these minority group members do
feel that people may take advantage of them and that they must
be very carefu, before trusting people. At the same time, they
seem to have a greater than average trust in what government
can doperhaps because government is seen as a defender of

minority right 3. Of course, these interpretations are no more

than hypotheses. Moreover, the differences among religious and
racial groups are rot large; indeed, one could argue that the simi-
larities in trust are more impressive than the differences, es-
pecially in light of the dlscrim'nation that some minority gr ,up
members have experienced. We have presented and discussed
these relationshie3 in the hope that they will stimulate others,
with larger samples of minority groups, to explore them further.

Polificoi inttrett and Knowledge

It Is one thing to trust the government, and quite another
thing to be interested and informed abort government and current
events. On the whole, the tenth-grade boys In our sample report
a moderate level of interest In answer to the following question-
naire item: "Some people think about what's going on in govern-
ment very often, and others are not that interested. How much of
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an interest do you cake in government and current events?" Only
1 percent admit to having no interest at all, while 12 percent say
they have very little interest. There arc 44 percent who report
some interest, 27 percent a lot of interest, and 14 percent a very
great interest.

Of course, a young man with a high interest in govetnment
and current events is also likely to have some information about
public figures. Accordingly, we developed a short and simple
measure of political knowledge, presented in Table 8-9. It seems
clear from the frequency of incorrect responses that most tenth-
grade boys have at best limited political knowledge. In the fall
of 1966, virtually all of them could name Lyndon Johnson as Pres-
ident, but only about half could name Dean Rusk as Secretary of
State, and only one in four could name the two U. S. Senators
irom his State.

Background Factors Rotated to Political Knowledge. Table
8-10 summarizes the prediction to political knowledge from fam-
ily background and intelligence. The summary statistics at the
bottom of the table indicate a good deal of predictabl'ity for what
amounts to only a four-item test. (Since the first question was
answered correctly by practically everyone, the only discrimina-
tion conies from the remaining four items.) Background factors
plus intelligence show a multiple correlation of .45 with this cri-
terion.

The strongest single predictor of political knowledge is, of
course, intelligence. The Quick Test shows a positive correlation
(r = .36). (The GATB-J, which is a more specific measure of
vocabulary and verbal skills, shows a somewhat stronger positive
relationship; r = .45). Perhaps about half of the effects of intel-
lectual ability on political knowledge can be viewed as the effects
of intelligence as an intervening variable bet-ween background fac-
tors and the criterion (see Figure 4-12, arrow B).

Among family background characteristics, socioeconomic
level is the :trongest predictor to political knowledge (Eta = .28).
Boys from the most advantaged homes average 3.3 correct an-
swers, while the average is 2.1 for those from the lowest socio-
economic category. Family size shows a similar effect (Eta =
.20); boys with just one sibling average 3.0 correct, whereas the
average is 2.0 for those with seven or more siblings.

The effect of a broken home is not large (Eta = .03), and
it becomes much smaller alter other background factors are con-
trolled. Political knowledge scores average 2.7 in families that
ara intact, and 2.3 in those disrupted by divorce or separation.
The measure of family relations shows only a small association

164

II



156 YOUTH IN TR.4NSITION

TABLE 8-9

POLITICAL FNOWLEDCE SCALE

Item Content

Who is the PresidLnt of he UnIted

States?

Percentage

IILL2e1M411U1

Correct answer 97

Incorrect answer . . --

Missing data 3

Who is the U.S. Secretary of State?

Correct answer 48

Incorrect answer
Kissing data 43

Who is the U.S. Secretary of Defense?

Correct answer 58

Incorrect answer
Missing data 38

Woo are the two U.S. Senators from
yoer state?

First Menticn: Correct envier 38

Incorrect answer 15

Missing data 47

Second Mention: Correct answer 24

Incorrect answer 9

Missing data 67

The POLITICAL kNOWLEDCE score is the sum of the
correct answers given to the questions Abovs.

perfect score is S. No issIng data restrictions.

Mean . . . 2.6.

Standard Deviation . . . 1.46
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TABLE 8-10

MULTIPLE CLASSIFICATION ANALYSIS OP BACKGROUND ',ACTORS
PREDICTING IC POLITICAL KNOWLEDGE

PREDICTING FROM
PREDICTING PREDICTING FROM QUICK TEST AND
FROM EACH 8 BACKGROUND 8 BACKGROUND
CHARACTERISTIC CHARACTERISTICS CHARACTERISTICS
SEPARAIELY SIMULTANEOUSLY SIMULTANEOUSLY

BACKGROUND PRED.TORS:

Eta Eta2 Beta 8eta2 Beta Bete2

Socioeconomic Level .28 .078 .18 .031 .11 .011

Number of Siblings .20 .039 .11 .011 .08 .006

Broken Dome .09 .008 .04 .001 .03 .001

Family Relations .16 .025 .10 .009 .08 .007

Religious Preference .i2 .051 .15 .022 .14 .019

Family Political preference .17 .028 .12 .013 .11 .012

Community Site .14 .021 .08 .006 .07 .004

Race (Five-Category) .08 .007 .05 .002 .12 .013

Qui.flt Test of Intelligence .36 .130 .31 .095

R .356 R. .448

A
2

.134 i2. .201

Per tnt Percent
Variance Variance
Explained 15.0 Explained 21.7

Cin
f
is the correlation ratio unadjurted.

Eta is the explained sum of squares unadjusted.

Santis the cr'relation ratio adjusted for effect of other predictors.
Seta is the explained sum of squares adjusted fot *freer' of ether predictors.
R ift the multiple tnrtelation coefficient corrected for degre.s of freedom.
R indicates the proportion of variance in the dependent variable explained by

all predirters together after correcting for degrees of freedom.
The XtAtent Vatiance Etptdipted is the percentage of verilnce in the dependent

variable explained by all predictors together with ea correction for
degrees of freedom.

For further descrintion of these statistics. see the section to Hillt!pla
Classification Analysis in Chapter 4.



158 YOUTH IN TRANSITION

with pc,:ftical knowledge (Eta = .16), and it is difficult to interpret.
The relationship is basically the same curvilinear pattern as is
displayed in Figure 4-4 (which shows mean Quick Test scores for
each category of family relations). The rather skeptical discus-
sion of that relationship Chapter 4 applies equally well here;
we suspect the relationship is largely an artifact.

Religious preference shows a fairly substantial relationship
with political knowledge (Eta = .22), although the relationship is
reduced somewhat after adjustments for other background charac-
teristics rind intelligence. Figure 8-3 presents the religious dif-
ferences in political knowledge. The largest effect, and the only
one that remains after adjustment for other factors, is that Jewish
respondents know their political leaders much better (4.0 correct
answers) than the average tenth-grade boy (2.6 correct). This
superior political knowledge is all the more interesting when we
recall that Jewish respondents also show the highest levels of trust
in the government. Apparently it is not a blind trust.

There are only slight differences in pollical knowledge de-
?aiding on whether a boy's family is Republican or Democrat, and
those %Inferences all but disappear after adjusting for differences
in other background factors and intelligence. A more substantial
difference involves those who could not be placed v.i the Republi-
can-Democrat continuum, most often because the respondent did
not know the political p!eference of on or both parents. It is
scarcely surprising that the mean score for the category including
these boys is noticeably lower (2.3) than the average score for
boys whose parents' political preference could be classified on the
Republican-Democrat continuum (2,8).

Community size shows some small differences in political
knowledge (Eta = .14); scores are lowest for boys raised on a
farm, and next lowest for those raised in the country but not on
a farm. The differences that appear are just about the same as
the differences in Quick Test scores noted in Chapter 4. Accord-
ingly, very little of the community size differences remain after
adjustment for intelligence and other background factors.

Racial differences in political knowledge are quite small.
Integrated blacks are identical to whites in their political know-
ledge, and blacks in segregated schools are only slightly lower.
When we consider the fairly strong correlations between political
knowledge and such factors as socioeconomic level and the Quick
Test, it is perhaps surprising that blacks score so high. Indeed,
after adjustment for these factors in Multiple Classification Anal-
ysis, it appears that blacks (particularly those in southern segre-
gated schools) have political knowledge scores relatively higher
than whites.
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FIGURE 8-3

POLITICAL KNOWLEDGE
RELATED TO RELIGUAA PRE273214CE
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Summary

In this chapter dealing with values and attitudes there are
several instances where racial and religious subgroups differ sub-
stantially from the average. There are also a number of positive
correlations with the measure of family relations, a pattern that
appeared also in Chapters 6 and 7.

A composite measure of social values i4 one of the dimen-
sions strongly correlated' with family relations. Social values
scores also show a tendency toward a positive correlation with
intelligence,

A summary index of ambitious job attitudes correlates pos-
itively with good family relations; the effect, however, is not en-
tirely linear, dace those who report the poorest family relations
are not lowest in ambition. The relationship between intelligence
and job aiabition is straightforward: the more intelligent a boy
is, the more ambitious are his attitudes toward jobs. There are
also fairly strong tendencies toward highly ambitious job attitudes
in Jewish and Episcopalian families, and families at high socio-
economic levels.

Racial differences in the ambitious job attitudes scale have
been traced to a stronger than average sensitivity among blacks
when it comes to Jobs that are dirty, closely supervised, and other-
wise potentially unpleasant. No racial differences appear En pos-
itive attraction toward jobs that involve self-development, self-
utilization, and a chance to get ahead. We interpret these differ-
ences and similarities to indicate a reaction by blacks to a history
of Job discrimination rather than Lnizer ambition.

A short version of the Rosier (1969) measure of internal
control, or control over one's fate, is positively correlated with
family relations and with measures of intellectual ability.

Two measures of trust, trust in people and trust in the gov-
ernment, are positively correlated with family relations. They
also show some relationship with religious belief; in particular,
Jewish respondents have higher trust in government but (contrary
to previous findings with adult respondents) low trust in people.
A similar pattern of high trust In government and low trust in
pecple appears among blacks in integrated schools.

A very short test of information about political figares re-
Ides to intelligence and to a nu:nber of family Imckgrcund factors.
Here the Jewish respondents are outstanding; their political know-
ledge scores are a full standard deviation *boys the overall aver-
age.
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Chapter 9

BEHAVIORS

The behaviors of greatest interest in the Youth in Transition
study are not yet available for analysis. Such behaviors include
whether a boy drops out of high school or graduates, whether he
enters a college or work role of his choice, and how well he suc-
ceeds In his post-high school environment. The present chapter
on behaviors trust be Waited to three dimensions that were meas-
ured as our subjects entered tenth grade: delinquent behaviors,
rebellions behanotor in school, and scholastic achievement (grades).

Delinquent Behaviors

"Almost all of the research on delinquency begins in the of-
ficial records of police, courts, and Institutions. A large num-
ber of delinquent acts and the identitits of children who commit-
ted them are unrecorded in these sources. In addition, they may
not accurately reflect the distribution of delinquency by sex, social
status. rale, and other variables" (Gold, 1966, p. 27).

The above statement by Gold iniicates one of the reasons
for including delinquent acts among the behaviors studied in this
projectthere is a lack of survey data in ihts area. Extensive
work bow being cried out by Gold and his colleagues, supple-
mented by the piccent data on a national sample of high school
boys, should do much to remedy this situation.

A second reason for studying del"quent acts goes beyond
the current need for descriptive data in this area. Delinquent be-
havior if an important part of the erkerience of some yourg men.
It Is ale: likely that this sort of behavior is influenced by social
environments, including family, school, and job.

Our measure of delinquent behaviors was adapted directly
from one used by Gold (1966). A 26-item checklist was admin-
istered as a separate questionnaire, with special instructions that
emphasized the complete confidentiality of the information. The
checklist and instructions are presented in Table 9-1, along with
response distributions kr each item.

The behaviors covered in the checklist range from rather
innocuous things like staying out too late (question 1) to very seri-
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TABLE 9-1

CHECKLIST OP DELINQUENT BEHAVIORS

The questions on the next two pages deal with a part of teenagers'

lives we don't know very much about -- thiogs they do which may be against

the rules or against the law. The questions here are abcut things other

boys have told M4 they've done which could get them in trouble.

Sant or these things way be difficult for you to answer; they may

be things you've told very few people. Rut, if we're going to understand

boys 811 across the country, then each person must answer at, honestly as

ha can.

Remember, no one outside the research staff will see your answers.
This sheet will hove only a number to identify it and your dame won't be

used with it.

WHEN YOU HAVE FINISHED THIS SECTION, FOLD THE QUESTIONS, PUT THEM
IN THE SPECIAL ENVELOPE AND SEAL IT. REMEMBER, EVERYTHING YOU WRITE
DOWN IS COMPLETELY CONFIDENTIAL -- NO ONE AT SCHOOL OR HOME WILL %NOY

YOUR ANSWERS.

Pete are a number of things which you might do that could get you

into trouble. }lease tell us how many times you have done these things

in the last three years say since started the seventh grade. For

each question, put a check in the bo.- ntst to the answer that is true

for you.

lo the last three
years, how often

have you do.e this?

1. stayed out later than parents said you should 4a 18 12 10 13

2. Got into a strioue fight with a student in school ) 9 13 22 46

3. Run sway from home 1 1 2 7 85

4. Taken something not belonging to you worth undet $10. 9 6 9 21 52

S. Went onto someone' land or into some house or building when
you weren't supposed to be there IS 13 IS 21 33

6. Set fire to someone else's propetty on purpose 1 1 2 4 90

7. Seen suspended or expelled from school 1 1 2 8 84

8. Get sorething by telling a person something bad would happen
to him if you Sid out get what you ranted 3 3 6 IS 69

9. Argued or had a fight with tither of your parents 19 10 11 18 38
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In the lest three
years, how often

have you done this?

Y

V

A

10. Cot into trouble with the police because of something you did . 3 4 6 17 66

11. Hurt 'assume badly enough to need bandages or a doctor 2 2 6 16 70

IL Damaged school property on purpose 2 3 6 13 72

13. Token something from a store without paying for it 10 7 11 21 48

14. Hit a teacher 1 1 1 S 89

15. Drunk beer or liquor without parents' permission 19 7 7 14 50

16. Smoked in school (against the rules) 8 2 3 5 79

17. Sit your father 2 1 1 S 88

18. Token car that didn't Selong to someone in your family without
permission of the cwt. 1 2 2 4 88

19. Taken an expealive pert of car without permission of the
owner 1 1 1 3 90

20. Taken part In fight where bunch of your friends are against
another bunch 4 4 8 17 65

21. Hit your mother 1 1 1 3 91

22. Taken something cot belonging to you worth over $50 . 1 3 5 86

23. Had to *tins your parents to school because of something you did 2 2 5 12 77

24. Taken an inexpenstva part of a car without permission of the
owner 2 1 3 S 86

25. Skipped a day of school without real excuse 10 6 9 15 57

26. Used knife or gun or sole :Aber thine (like club) to get
something iron a person 1 1 1 3 91
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ous mafters like assault (questions 11, 14, 17, and others). The
items vary not only in their seriousness, but also in their sub-
stantive nature. Some deal with disruptive or delinquent behavior
in school (questions 2, 7, 12, 14, 16, 23, and 25); some focus on
interpersonal aggression (questions 2, 8, 11, 14, 17, 20, 21, and
26); and some cover acts of theft and vandalism (questions 4, 5,
6, 12, 13, 18, 19, 22, and 24). Each of the above topics has been
the basis for a separate sub-scale based on the items listed.
Two additional sub-scales reflecting frequency and seriousness of
delinquent behavior have been developed, based on the work of
Gold (1966) and Se llin and Wolfgang (1964). The sub-scales are
based on overlapping sets of items; they are highly correlated with
each other and with a total score based on all 26 items.

Delinquent or disruptive behaviors in school during the pre-
ceding three years are admitted by a considerable number of tenth-
grade boys. Half of thorn report getting irto a serious fight with
another student at least: once. There were 30 percent who said
they sl6pped at least one day of school unexcused. About one in
four admits having intentionally damaged school property, while 8
percent report having hit a teacher.

Hitting a teacher and fighting with students are instances of
interpersonal aggression as well as delinquency in school. Other
sorts of aggression include the following: 9 percent report having
hit their father during the last three years and 6 percent report
having hit their mother; 33 percent report participation in group
fights; and 6 percent report the use of a weapon to threaten some-
one.

Shoplifting is admitted by about half of the respondents, and
10 percent report doing so five or more times during the past
three years. More serious thefts are less frequent: 10 percent
report taking something worth more than fifty dollars, and 2 per-
cent admit doing so more than twice. Nine percent report having
taken a car (other than the family car) without permission; pre-
sumably such thefts were most often merely for "joyride pur-
poses, since only 6 percent admit to stealing an expensive part
of a car.

Many of these figures are surprisingly (and somewhat de-
pressingly) high. But do we have any way of knowing whether
they are valid? Our evidence here is indirect, but promising.
Gold's (1966, 1970) study of undetected delinquent behavior in-
cluded an extensive effort to check on the validity of his inter-
view data through the use of "informants"teenagers who seemed
likely to have information about the delinquency of other boys and
girls. Based on this source of data, Gold reached the following

m'
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conclusion: "Overall, 72 percent if the youngsters seemed to tell
us everything which informants had told us; 17 percent appear to
be outright concealers; the rest are questionables" (1966, p. 33).

Gold's interview procedure involved several features that
could not be readily duplicated in our nationwide study. Perhaps
most important is the fact that his interviewers were only slightly
older than the respondents and were matched for sex and race.
In addition, the interviews in the Gold study were very heavily
focused on delinquent behaviors, whereas in our own study delin-
quency could be assigned only a modest portion of the total meas-
urement effort. These considerations led us to use a question-
naire checklist ratter than the interview, although we realized
that our meth As iaight produce data not at all comparable to
Gold's. Such was not the case. A comparison of the response
distributions in Table 9-1 with unpublished data provided by Gold
and his associates indicates that the two techniques produce sim-
ilar frequencies of reported delinquency. Moreover, our failure
to find meaningful relationships between a total index of delinquency
and race or socioeconomic level (reported below) is largely con-
sistent with current findings by Gold and his associates.)

Background Factors Related to Delinquent Behaviors. We
noted abo%e that a number of different sub-scales have been de-
veloped from the 26 items in the checklist. A thorough examina-
tion of delinquency in our longitudinal analyses will need to deal
with these sub-scales separately. For purposes of the present
monograph, however, it was necessary to limit our analysis to a
summary index based on all 26 items.

The relationships between our background measures and the
summary index of delinquency can be reported very quickly. Only
the family relations measure shows a meaningful association with
delinquency; the better a boy gets along with his family, the less
delinquency he reports (Eta = .33). The delinquency measure is
unrelated to the Quick Test (Eta = .05). We find virtually no
association between delinquency and socioeconomic level (Eta =
.07; the product-moment measure of linear correlations is a NS-
dive .06). The relationship with race is ev'm smeller (Eta = .04).

How is it that these findings are so inconsistent with data
based on police and court records which indicate much higher de-
linquency among lower class boys? According to Gold's findings,
police much more often make official records of the offenses of
lower status boys. Gold interprets these findings as follov.s:

We are Indebted to Martin Gold end Jay Williams for providing these
dm, and for reviewing this portion of the manuscript.
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"Some judgment by the police about the ability of a family to con-
trol its son's behavt3r is likely to be a major factor in determining
whether official action will be taken. Lower statL: famtls as a
group are judged less able to keep their sons out of trouble, so
official action is more often taken" (1966, pp. 3849).

The findings in our present study are only preliminary.
Hopefully they will be expanded and clarified by those specializing
?ri the analysis of delinquency and by longitudinal analyses in later
stages of the Youth in Transition project. For the present, our
tentative conclusion is that family backgrour I causes of delinquency
are not closely linked to social class; rather, they have to do
with the quality of interpersonal relations between parents and
children.

Rebellious Behavior in School

Our measurement of rebellious acts In school is similar in
several respects to the measurement of delinquency. A series of
13 questionnaire items asked respondents to report whether they
often or seldom engage in disruptive behavior in school, break
rules, or do poor school work. A total scale of re' ellious be-
havior in school, based on all 13 items, is highly correlated with
the index of delinquency (r = .52).

Table 9-2 presents the items measuring rebellious behavior,
along with response distributions. The only reverse-scored item
(question 3) indicates that students only "sometimes" do their best
work in schoola finding that should come as no surprise to teach-
ers or students. "Seldom" or "never" is the most frequent re-
sponse to questions about disruptions such as arguing with students
or teachers, or doing things to make teachers angry. When it
comes to things like being unprepared, or turning in sloppy or in-
complete assignments, the frequencies terd to be slightly higher,
but the modal response remains "seldom."

A majority adrlit to at least occasional cheating on tests.
Two percent say they almost always do so, 4 percent say it hap-
pens often, 15 percent say they cheat sometimes, and 38 percent
say they seldom cheat. Forty percent Lay that they never cheat
on tests.

Background Factors Related to Rebellious Behavior in School.
As in the case of delinquency, the measure of family relations is
the strongest of the background predictors to rebellious behavior
in school. The better a boy reports getting along with his parents,
the less misbehavior he reports in school (Eta = .39). Here the
parallel with delinquency ends; rebellious behavior h school does
relate, at least weakly, to several additional background factors.

t75-
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SABLE 9-2

CHECKLIST 0! REBELLIOUS BEHAVIOR IN SCHOOL

Percentage
Frequencies

How often do you fight or argue with other students

atg3E

2 6 2S 51 11

How often do you argue vitt, yov teachers 1 6 19 45 28

Wow often do you do your best work in tcho31
12 39 34 12 2

How often do you goof-off In class so others can't w:rk . . 2 3 29 41 20

How often 43 you come late to school
1 3 10 36 48

How often are you late to class
1 4 12 41 41

How often do you skip rIltses (wh-o against
the school rules) 1 3 8 18 68

Bow often do you cost to class unprepared
i 7 31 45 13

ROW often do you do thirgs that you know will make the
teacher angry

2 7 24 45 22

Hoy often do you chest on tests
2 4 15 38 40

Boy often do you turn In sloppy or incomplete assignments. 1 6 28 04 19

How often do you copy someone else's assignments 2 6 24 42 25

Bow often are you le,t after school
1 3 6 21 62

.17K
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Rebellious behavior in school is somewhat greater among
boys from lower socioeconomic levels (Eta = .12). It .s also re-
lated to family size, but the effect appears only at the largest
category; school misbehavior is almost one-half a standard devia-
ticr. above average for boys with seven or more siblings (Eta =
A5). Finally, rebellious behavior in school shows only a very
slight ne.gative correlation with the Quick Test (r = -.12) and a
little larger one -vith the Gates Test of Reading Comprehension
(r = -.19).

Scholastic Achievement (Grades)

The face that a majority of tenth-grade boys admit to cheat-
ing on testes is a vivid reminder of the great importance young
men attach to getting good grades. We noted in Chapter 5 that
success in school (good grades) is seen as an essential key to
later vocational success. In the interview segmeut dealing with
future plans, we askci the general question, "What could prevent
your plans from working out?" The n ist frequent response, men-
tioned by 29 percent of the respondents, was "grader not good
enough" or "not enough education." The n3xt question in the inter-
view was more specific: "How in.portant do you think your high
school grades are in making your plans work out?" Given a choice
of five categories, 73 percent chose the highest, "very important,"
and 18 percent chose the next zategory, "quite important." Con-
sidering that a much smaller proportion of these bobs planned to
go to college (about 58 percent), this emphasis on grades is strik-
ing.

Our measure of academic performance is based on the fol-
lowing question, asked early in the interview: "What is the aver-
age grade you got in your classes last year? Putting them all
together, how would your grades average out?" The respondent
selected a grade from a list provided by the interviewer. Since
our subjects were just beginning tenth grade, their answers of
course refer to the average grades ty attained as students in
the ninth grade. There is evidence that the reports of grades ob-
tained from the respondents are quite valid and reliable. Part of
that evidence involves relationships with background measures and
intelligence, reported below. Further evidence comes from later
data collections. There is a high degree of consistency in self-
reported grades across the first three data collections in our Ion-
g!tudinal sequence (product-moment correlations range from .:9
to .69). It was also possible to compare self- reported grades
with some school records alter the third data collection; the pro-
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duct-moment correlation is .71 (based on 920 cases). One fur-
ther bit of evidence suggests that the self-reports of grades axe
not distorted by the need for social approval; the correlation be-
tween the Crowne-Marlowe scale and grades is -.01.

Background Factors Related to Grades. Table 9-3 relates
self-reported grades (in ninth grade) to family background char-
Lcteristics and intelligence. It is clear from the table that a num-
ber of dimensions are related to grades, and that the strongest
relationship invol%es the Quick Test (Eta = .36). Other measures
of intellectual ability, not shown in the table, are also good pre-
dictors of grades; product-moment correlations are .36 for the
Gates Test of Reading Comprehension, and .44 for the GATB-J
test of vocabulary skill.

It is useful here to consider iniciligence as an intervening
variable between family background characteristics and the cri-
terion of grades. Applying the mole' summarized in Figure 4-12,
and using data obtained :rom Table 8-3, we conclude that the ex-
plained variance in school grades can be assigned in three almost
equal parts to the unique effects of intelligence (arrow A, in Fig-
ure 4-12), the unique effects of family background (arrow C), and
the effects of family background operating through intelligence as
an intervening variable (arrow B).2 Put another way, we can say
that the family background factors have about half of their impact
through their more basic effect on intelligence, but the other half
of their effect lies above and beyond intelligence; likewise, about
half of the effect of intelligence can be traced back further to fam-
ily background, but half is separate fromor in addition tothose
background fa:tors.

Socioeconomic level leads the list of family characteristics
predicting to good grades (Eta = .26); boys from the highest cat-
egory average acout B, while those from the lowest category av-
erage between C tn. C+. Family size shows a smaller and neg-
ative relationship with grades (Eta = .18); there is a slight but
steady decline from an average grade of B- among only children
to an average grade between C and C+ for boys with seven or
more siblings.

The family relations measure shows a modo.r:Lte positive
correlation with grades (Eta = .21). Those boys ,rho report the
poorest relations with their parents have grades averaging C+,
while those with the best Comity relation average just above B-.

2More precisely, the application of .he model in Figure 4-12 woald
assign the 20.0 wren'. explained sum of squares (unadjusted for degrcts
of freedom) as follows: Arrow A 7.0 percent; Arrow 13 6.8 percent;
Arrow C '1.2 percent.

17 ;6



170 YOUTH Ps7 TRANSITION

TABLE 9-3

MULTIPLE CLASSIFICATION ANALYSIS OF BACKGROUND FACTORS

PREDICTING TO GRADES

PREDICTING FROM

PREDICTING PREDICTING FROM QUICK TEST AND

FROM EACH S BACKGROUND 8 BACKGRO00

CHARACTERISTIC CHARACTERISTICS CHARACTE$SIICS

SEPARATELY SIMULTANEOUSLY SIMULTANEOUSLY

Eta Et a2 !ELL iitt_2_
Beta2

BACKGROUND PREDICTORc:

Socioeconomic Level .26 .065 .20 .039 .12 .015

Number cf Siblings .18 .031 .11 .011 .08 .006

Broken Pone .10 .011 .07 .004 .06 .004

Family Pelations .21 .042 .16 .026 .15 .022

Religious Preference .16 .027 .09 .008 .08 .006

Family Political Preference .11 .023 .06 .004 .05 .002

Community Site .10 .009 .07 .006 .09 .007

Race (Five - Category) .10 .009 .04 .001 .10 .010

Quick Test of Intelligence .36 .228
.31 .096

R .338 R . .429

ie. .114 R2 .184

Percent Percent

Variance Variance

Explained 13.0 Explained 2C.0

Eta is the correlation ratio unadjusted.

Ett Is the explained sum of squares unadjusted.

San is the correlation ratio adjusted
for effects of other predictors.

Seta Is the explained sum of equates adjusted for effects of other predictors.

R IP the multiple correlation coef.icient
corrected for degrees of freedom.

R indicates the proportion of vati,nce to the dependent variable explained by

all predictors together after correctitg for degrees of freedom.

The Pa.:AM I/co:ivies Ezptai4ted is the percentage of variance in the dependent

ariable explained by CI predictors together with no correction for

degrees of freedoa.

.or further description of
these statistics, see the section on Mlltiple

Clessificotion Analysis in Chapter 4.
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Jewish respondents have the highest average grade, midwaybetween B- and B. This ta,\Iest departure from the overall av-erage is reduced considerably after adjustment for socioeco-
nomic level and is reduced still further alter adjustment or QuickTest scores. The other religious subgroups all have averagegrades between C+ and B-, and adjustments fnr other predictors
make virtually ao change in this picture.

It is rather difficult to make sense of racial differences in
grades. Most bin% respondents are located in segregated schools,
and I 4113 school differences in grading practices could masqueradeas racial differences. It L the case that blacks in northern seg-T.:gated schools report grades that average just above C+, while
Those in southern segregated schools average just under C+. Ad-justing for differences in family background only, the difference
between segregated blacks and whites is very slightly reversed
blacks have if anything relatively higher grades than whites. Thiseffect is heightened slightly ii in addition we adjust for differencesin Quick Test scores. The effects of such adjustments are notlarge however; they amount to roughly the difference between C+and B-.

The comparison between whites and those blacks who are inintegrated schools may be a bit more valid, since the black and
the white grades in this case are not assigned by a completely
different set of schools. Here we find a very small initial dif-ference which is completely elfminated by adjusting for differences
.n socioeconomic level and other family background factors; fur-ther adjustment for Quick Test scores does not change this file-l-ing at all.

In short, there are very few differences between grades of
blacks and wMtes, and the small differences that exist arc: elim-
inated or reversed by controlling for other background factors.
In integrated .3chools, there are no meaningful differences betweenraces with respect to grades.

Summery

The levels of delinquency reported by tenth-grade boys inthe present study correspond fairly closely with data from studies
that focus primarily on delinquent behavior. Like these otherstudies, we find little association 1.etween delinquency rates andsuch background dimensions as socioeconomic level and race. Wedo find a strong inverse association between family rlations and
delinquency; the better a boy reports getting along with his par-ents, the less delinquency he reports.

18J
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Items dealing with rebellious behavior in school indicate that
few students engage in disruptive bc:haviors such as arguing with
teachers or doing things to anger them. Howevel., a majority
admit to at least occasional cheating on tests. Tha strongest
predictor of rebellious behavior in school is family relations; those
who get along best with their parents are least disruptive in school.
Other background feetors tha relate slightly to school misbehavior
include socioecon' mic level and number of siblings. Rebellious
behavior in school is also somewhat greater among those who are
lower in intelligence and reading ability.

Academic achievement, measured by self-reports of stersga
class grade during the preceding year (ninth grade), is strongly
related to measures of intelligence and academic ability, and also
to family background factors. About one-third of our prediction
of grades may be described as unique effects of intelligence, an-
other third as unique effects of family backgrouril, and the re-
maining third as background effects operating through intelligence
as an intervening variable.

The most Important predictor of school grades is socioeco-
nomic level. Also important are family size, family relations,
and religious preference. Very few racial differences appear in
school grades.
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Chapter 10

COLLEGE PLANS AND

OCCUPATIONAL ASPIRATIONS

Young men in high school consider the choice of an occupa-
tion, and related choices about educational preparation, a . the most
critical decisions they face (Douvan and Adelson, 1966). This con-
clusion from a national survey is consistent with much theoretical
work, including the broad perspective of Erikson (1950, 1959), who
stresses the importance of the occupatic-kal Identity se a part of
the total process of identity formation, and the more specific the-
orizing of Ginzburg (1951), Super (1957), and others.

The need for some sort of occupational identity is reflected
in the fact that 85 percent of our respondents were able to pro-
vide at least a tentative occupational choice when asked "What sort
of work do you think you might do for a living?" (The comparable
figure from the Douvan and Adelson study is 86 percent, for their
sample of boys age 11 to 16.) Of course, the occupation a boy
chooses in tenth grade is often quite different from the one he
actually enters a few years later. Occupational plans, well '4.s
plans for college, undergo considerable change during the high
school years. Nevertheless, the choices made early in high school
do reflect directions and levels of aspiration that are far-reaching
in their implications. In particular, the status of aspired occupa-
tion, if not the specific occupational content, shows a good deal
of stability during the high school years. (We will have more to
say about this matter of stability in the final chapter.)

Occupational Aspirations

Midway through the interview, the respondents were asked
"What sort of work do you think you might do for a living?" As
we noted above, 85 percent mention some specific oc-:upation or
occupational category in response to this question. These re-
sponses were coded and converted to the Duncan socioeconomic
status index (Reiss, 1961).

The mean Duncan scale value of the boys' aspired occupa-
tions is 60, with a stamlard deviation of 26; this is considerably
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higher than the mean Duncan value of 38 for their fathers' occupa-
tions. Fully half of all our respondents (and we]] over half of
tho:sc. stating an occupational preference) aspire to a professional
or technical career. Teaching and engineering were the specific
occupations most frequently mentioned by the boys (by 5 percent
and 4 percent, respectively).

Some of these aspirations are unrealistically high. We have
recently reported elsewhere (Johnston and Bachman, 1969) that
aspirations among the non-college-bound show a decline Laween
tenth and twelfth grades; so by the end of high school the discrep-
ancy between father occupation and son's aspired occupation is
not quite so great as that reported above. There will, of course,
be further adjustments hi aspiration, often in a downward direction;
and, in addition, occupational attainments will often b.) somewhat
lower than aspirations.

In spite of the unrealism noted above, the ocrupational as-
pirations reported by most tenth-grade boys ^re not, in our view,
highly unrealistic. The generation represented by these boys will
surely attain higher occupational levels than their fathers, on the
average; the advance of technology and greater opportunities for
higher education will see to that.

College Pions

The next questions in the interview sequence, following the
item about cct .pational aspiration, were designed to discover plans
for college. Those respondents who stated an occupational prefer-
ence were asked, "How do you plan to get into this sort of work?"
Those who did not state an occupational preference were asked
what they expected to do after high schoo'. Slightly more than
half of those responding to each of these questions said they plan-
ned to enter college; a total of 58 percent tit the sample aspire
to college or some other form of post-high school education (e.g.,
technical school). (For purposes of the present analyses, a sim-
ple dichotomous variable was constructed indicating whether a re-
spondent did, or did not, state a plan to enter post-high school
education.) This total of 58 percent is not at all inconsistent with
current statistics concerning the proportion of young men who ac-
tually do go on to post-high school education.

Intelligence os a Determinant of Plans and Aspirations

It will be convenient in this section, and throughout the rest
of this chapter, to discuss college plans and occupational aspiration
jointly. One reason for doing so is that they are closely inter-
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related in the actual plans a young man makesquite often the
primary reason for going to college is to attain a specific occupa-
tion or to qualify for a certain level of occupation. Another rea-
son for treating college and occupational plans Jointly is that they
are highly correlated (Eta = .59), and they show very similar re-
lationships with background predictors.

Table 10-1 shows the predictions from background factors
and intelligence to both status of occupational aspirations (Part A)
and college plans (Part B). Aspired occupation, a continuous var-
iable, is someYhat more predictible than is the dichotomous var-
iable, college plans (multiple R's are .50 and .40, respectively);
however, the overall pattern of relationship is closely parallel for
the two criteria, as a comparison of Parts A and B of Table 10-1
indicates.

Now let us consider the role of intelligence as a determinant
of college and occupational plans. A glance at Table 10-1 indi-
cates that the Quick Test is a strong predictor of both criteria.
Figure 10-1 presents graphically the relationship between the Quick
Test and occupational aspirations. The other measures of intel-
lectual ability (the GATB-J test of vocabulary and the Gates read-
ing test) show the same strength of relationship as does the Quick
Test; any one of these measures used alone car. account for about
14 percent of the variance in occupational aspiration and about 9
percent of the variance in college plans. When added to the fam-
ily background dimensiois as a predictor, the Quick Test can ex-
plain uniquely about 5 percent of the variance in occupational as-
piration and about 4 percent of the variance in college plans. This
is an important increment, but it is not larger than we might have
expected, given the importance of intelligence for academic and
occupational success.

If we apply the total predictive model first introduced in
Figure 4-12, we conclude that much of the relationship between
intelligence and future plans can be viewed as the effects of fam-
ily background functioning through inelligence as an intervening
variable. A summary of the model, as applied to the prediction
of college plans and occupational aspirations, is presented in Fig-
ure 10-2. If we consider the total amount of exp/afitod variance
in plans or aspirations as equal to 100 percent, then we can assign
portions of that explained variance as follows; 20 percent of our
explanation is it terms of the unique effects of intelligence, that
part of intelligk,ce that cannot be traced back to family back-
ground as we have measured it (arrow A); 30 percent of our ex
planation is in terms of family background variables that hare
their effect through intelligence as an intervening variable (arrow
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TABLE 10-1A

MULTIPLE CLASSIFICATION ANALYSIS OF BACKGROUND FACTORS

PREDICTING TO OCCUPATIONAL ASPIRATIONS

PREDICTING FROM
PREDICTING PREDICTING FROM QUICK TEST AND

FROM EACH 8 BACKGROUND 8 BACKGROUND
CHARACTERISTIC CHARACTERISTICS CHARACTERISTICS
SEPARATELY SIMULTANEOUSLY SIMULTANEOUSLY

BACKGROUND PREDICTORS:

Eta Ets2 Bete Bets2 ftete liets2

Socioeconomic Level .37 .134 .26 .0,7 .20 .041

Number of Siblings .27 .071 .14 .019 .10 .010

Broken Home .07 .005 .02 .000 .02 .000

Family Relatiors .16 .025 .11 .017 .10 .009

Religious Preference .18 .023 .08 007 .07 .005

Easily Political Preference .11 .011 .06 .0^4 .06 .004

Community Site .29 .084 .19 .037 .18 .034

Pace (Five-Category) .13 .018 .04 .002 .12 .014

Quick Test of intelligence .37 .138 .27 .074

. .449 R . .500

R2. .201 12. .250

Percent Percent

Variance Variance

Explained 2).0 f,,Isined 26.9

Eta is the correlation ratio unadjusted.
fta is the explained sum of squares unadjusted.

Ertl
2
is the correlation ratio adjusted for effecta of other rredictors.

Etta is the explained sum of squares adjusted for effects of other predictors.
R IR the mult.Ple correlation coefficiert corrected for degrees of freedom.
R
2 indicates the proportion of variance in the dependent variable explained by
all predictors together after Correcting (cc degrees cf freedom.

The REAtEaf Vet/Lance Up/A:tined is the percentage of variance in the dependent
variable explained by all predictors together with no correction for

degrees of freedom.

To,' further description of these statistics, see the section on Multiple
Classification Analysis in Chapter 4.
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TABLE 10-18

MULTIPLE CLASSIFICATION ANALYSIS OF BACKGROUND FACTORS
PREDICTING TO COLLEGE PLANS

PREDICTING FROM
.1 "TING PREDICTING FROM QUICK TEST AND

EACH 8 BACKIROUND 8 BACKGROUND
'kCTERISTIC CHARACTERISTICS CHARACTERISTICS

:,"ARATELY SIMULDNEOUSq SIMULTANEOUSLY

BACKGROUND PREDICTORS!

Eta Ets2 Beta Betel Beta Beta2

Socioeconomic Level .30 .089 .25 .064 .20 .038

Number of Siblings .18 .031 .08 .007 .06 .004

Broken Home .09 .009 .05 .002 .04 .002

Fam4ly Relations .16 .025 .11 .013 .10 .011

RIIISious Preference .15 .021 .08 .006 .08 .006

Family Political Preference .07 .005 .05 .003 .04 .002

Community Site .18 .033 .12 .014 .11 .012

Race (Five -t. tegory) .06 .004 .07 .005 .12 .015

Quick T2st of Intelligence .30 .089 .23 .053

R .356 R .403

R
2

.125 I .163

Pettett Percent
V 000 r ce Variance
Explsitad . 14.1 Explained 11.9

fro is toe correlation ratty unadjusted.
ffn is the explained sum of squares unadjusted.
tette' the correlation ratio adjusted for effects of other predictors.Sea is the explained sum of squares adjusted for effects of other predictors.
R in the multiple correlation coefficient

corrected for degrees of freedom.O 2
, indicates the proportion of variance in the dependent variable taplelned by

all predictors together after correcting for degrees of freedom.
The Pcstent VatiAqce EtptRiAed Is the percentage of variance in the dependent

variable explained by all predictors together bith no correction for
degrees of freedom.

For furth,,r desc.Iption of Om statistics, see the section on Multiple
Classification Analysis in Chapter 4.
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V,



COLLEGE PLANS AND OCCUPATIONAL ASPIRATIONS 179

FIGURE 10-2

TXPACT OP BACKGROUND AND INTELLIGENCE
ON COLLEGE PLANS AND OCCUPATIONAL ASPIRATIONS

BACKGROUND
CHARACTERISTICS

INTELLIGENCE

B

IN MI MO

COLLEGE PLANS
MD

OCCUPATIONAL
ASPIRATIONS

B); and fully 50 percent of our explanation of plans or aspirations
is in terms of unique effects of family background, effects that
occur quite apart from intelligence as we have measured it (arrow
C).1

We remain cautious about a very literal interpretation of
there percentages of explained variance. If we have done a better
job of measuring intelligenc than background factors, the relative
importance of intelligence II ill be overestimated. Conversely, if
our several measures of family background are better than the
single measure of intelligence used, we will underes imate the re-
lative importance of intelligence. For these and other reasons,
the model in Figure 4-12, and the present application summarized
in Figure 10-2, are provided only as general guides to the inter-
pretation of our data.

The general conclusion we cl aw from Figure 10-2 is that
intelligence .ays an important role in the determination of col-
lege and occupational plans. Some of its effect la unique and can-
not be traced back to family backgrc.nd. But an equal, if not
larger, part of the role of intelligence is as an intervening var-
iablethe path through which some aspects of family background
(both hereditary and environmental) get translated into an impact
on future plans. In brief, family background affects abil'cy which
in turn affects future plans.

[The application of the model in Figure 4-12 to the data in Table
10-1 provides the following data. The 27.0 percent explained variance in
occupational aspiration (unadjusted for deg, cea of freedom) is assigned as
follows: Arrow A = 5.0 percent; Arrow B = 8.8 percent; Arrow C =13.2
percent. The 17.9 percent explained variance in college plans (unadjusted
for degrees of freedom) is assigned es follows: Arrow A = 3.8 percent,
Arrow B = 5.1 percent; Arrow C = 9.0 percent.

188



180 YOUTH IN TRANSITION

Much of the impact of family background does not, however,
seem to operate through intelligence. This is the second conclu-
sion to be drawn from Figure 10-2. After giving intelligence its
full due, we find that background has a very large role remaining.
Put more simply, this means that U two boys are equal in intel-
ligence, their plans for the future may still be quite different, and
family background is among the major causes of such differences.

family Background Determinants of Plans and Aspirations
As Table 10-1 indicates, college plans and occupational as-

pirations are related to many of the family background dimensions.
We will examine each of these relationships in turn.

Socioeconomic Level. Figure 10-3 displays the strong posi-
tive relationship between SEL and occupational aspirations (Eta =
.37). Controlling for other background factors and intelligence
diminishes this effect, as the dashed and dotted lines indicate;
nevertheless, the relationship that remains is substantial.

relatiolship between SEL and college plans is also quite
strong. At the lowest SEL category only 31 percent plan to attend
college; this percentage steadily increases, with the highest SF.L
category showing 86 percet.t planning for college. (The Multiple
Classification Analysis suggests that if other background factors
and intelligence were equal, the above percentages would be 41
and 77still a substantial difference related to SEL.)

Family Size. The relationship between occupational aspira-
tions and number of siblings is presented in Figure 10-4. The
unadjusted relationship is fairly strong (Eta = .27), but when other
factors are held constant the effect is sharply reduced (Betas =
.14 and .J0). The proportion planning to go to college ranges from
67 percent for buys with one sibling, to 41 percent for boys with
seven or more siblings.

Broken Home. Occupational aspiration shows relatively lit-
tic relationship with the broken home measure (Eta = .07). Col-
lege plans also show only a small relationship (Eta = .09), bit
the pattern is perhaps worth noting. Of the boys from Intact
homes, 59 percent plan to go to college; the percentage drops to
46 for those from homes broken by divorce or separation, but it
increases to 64 percent for those boys who have lost a parent (or
both) due to death. Thi 5 percent difference betwecr boys from
intact families and boys from homes broken by death is too small
to be statistically trustworthy; the ma larger difference-18 per-
centbetween college plans for boys from families broken by death
versus those broken by divorce or separation is much more trust-
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FIGiPE 10-3

OCCUPATIONAL ASPIRATIONS

RELATED TO SOCIOECONOMIC LEVEL
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worthy, and serves again to emphasize that the two types of broken
home are very different in their effects.

Family Relations. The cuL vilinear relationship between fam-
ily relations and occupational plans is displayed in Figure 10-5
(Eta = .16). Except for the lowest category, there is a modest
tendency for occupational aspirations to be somewhat higher as
we move from the poorest to the best family relations A

picture appears for college plans: 50 percent of the category
reporting the poorest family relations plan to go to college; that
percentage drops to 45 for the next poorest level of family rela-
tions, then the percentage increases fairly steadily, with 71 per-
cent of those in the top category planning to go to college. The
generally positive association between family relations and aspir-
ations is not particularly surprising, and certainly not very strong.
However, the curvilinearity at the bottom extreme of the family
relations scale is puzzling and adds to our uncertainty about the
meaning of that scale.

Religious Preference. Figure 10-6 displays the relationship
between occupational aspiration sad religious preference (Eta =
.18). The highest aspirations belong to the Jewish respondents.
Catholics are slightly above average. Among Protestant denom-
inations, the pattern of occupational aspirations neatly mirrors
differences in socioeconomic level; when other background factors
are controlled through Multiple Classification Analysis, these dif-
ferences among Protestant denominations are virtually eliminated.

A similar pattern of findings appears when college plans are
related to religious preference (Eta = .15). Ninety-one percent
of the Jewish respondents plan to attend college, compared with
62 percent of Catholics, and a range among Protestants from 54
percent of Baptists to 70 percent of Epsicopallans. (As Table 10-1
indicates, these differences are sutstantially reduced when other
factors are controlled through MCABeta = .08.)

Community Size. Occupational aspirations differ depending
upon where a boy was raised (Eta = .29). As Figure 10-7 indi-
cates, those raised on farms show much lower occupational aspir-
ations than any other Troup, even after other background factors
and inteliigence are controlled. College plans also vary according
to where a boy was raised (Eta = .18). Among those raised on
farms, only 38 percent intend to go to college. For those raised
in the country but not on ftrms, the figure is 50 percent. For
the rent of the respondents, an average of slightly mote than 60
percent plan to go to college.

Race. Racial differences in occupational aspiration, as Fig-
ure 10-8 indicates, are due almost entirely to the group of blacks
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in southern segregated schools. Without adjustments for other
factors, respondents in this category have below average occupa-
tional aspirations. When family background factors are controlled
(dashed line) there is very little difference among racial subgroups
(Beta =.04). But when we control both family background and in-
telligence (dotted line), we find that southern segregated blacks
show above average aspirations.

Al similar pattern of relationships appears when we look at
college plans for racial subgroups. Only 47 percent of the southern
segregated blacks plan to enter college, in contrast to 59 percent
of all whites. But when we control family background factors,
the direction of difference reverses; according to the Multiple
Classification Analysis, if other family background factors were
equal, 10 percent fewer whites than southern segregated blacks
would plan to enter college. And controlling for Quick Test scores
in addition to family background increases this difference to about
22 percent.

Blacks in integrated schools show college aspirations slightly
higher than whites, without any adjustments for other factors. Of
these black students, 66 percent plan to go to college, in contrast
to the 59 percent of whites. That difference of 7 percent is in-
creases to 12 percent when family background differences are con-
trolled, and to 15 percent when Quick Test scores are also con-
trolled.

We can conclude from these findings that the young black
high school students in our sample have set their sights fairly
high in terms of both occupational aspirations and coliege plans.
When we control for all other background factors, we find that
blacks show consistently higher aspirations than whites. The dif-
ferences are not very large, but they fit In quite nicel) with a
pattern appearing also in othe. chapters: the black students in
our sample do not present a picture of low self-esteem, low am-
bition, or low aspiration. Relative to background factors, in fact,
they tend to show higher aspirations than whites.
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FIGURE 10-7
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Summary

Family background plays a strong double role in determining
future plans and aspirations. First, it is an important factor in
shaping ability (intelligence) and we include here the efforts of
both heredity and environment. Second, above and beyond ability,
family background makes a very large difference in the aspirations
of young men in high school. For a variety of reasonsincluding
better economic opportunities for future education, greater first-
hand exposure to high status wo..k roles, and family teachings that
urge both the desirability and attainability of occupational success
the boy from an "advantaged" home is doubly advantaged.

The findings for occupational aspiration and college plans
are highly similar. In each case, intelligence is an important
predictor, but much of its effect can be interpreted as an inter-
vening variable through which family background factors have some
of their effects on the criteria.

Not surprisingly, the most important family background var-
iable influencing aspirations is socioeconomic level. Boys from
socioeconomically advantaged families are much more likely to
aspire to college and a prestigious occupation. Other dimensions
are also important, including family size, family relations, and
religious preference. In addition, a boy's aspirations are influ-
enced by whether he was raised in a rural setting; boys raised
on farms are substantially lower than average in status of aspired
occupation and plans for entering college.

Racial differences in aspirations are not especially large,
but they show the sort of unmasking effect noted in some other
chapters. Aspirations for southern segregated blacks tend to be
a bit below average until we take account of differences in fam-
ily background and Quick Test scores; then, adjusting for these
differences using Multiple Classification Analysis, we find that the
aspirations for this subgroup are relativey high.

Tile area of future plans. of course, is one that is partic-
ularly interesting in a longitudinal study. Even as early as one
year after high school it will be possible to learn much about the
success of our respondents in achieving their goals for college or
occupational entry. 'The impact of family background on such con-
crete achievements will be an important topic for future analysis
in the Youth in Transition study
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Chapter 11

Summary, Conclusions, and

Future Research

The reader who turns directly to this chapter will find an
overview of our resnits raid conclusions, with rather little of the
supporting evidence. This may be quite adequate for some, but we
hope others will he stimulated to examine the findings 'n greater
detail.

For those who reach this chapter after reading most or all
of the preceding ones, the review provided here will integrate the
findings presented earlier and c:eat them in a new perspective.

The chapter begins with a summary of our findings, exam-
ining each of the family background dimensions studied and noting
their relationships to each other and to major criterion dimensions.
Next we consider some longitudinal data which bEnme available
late in the writing of this monographdata which indicate a high
degree of stability for the criterion dimensions and the family
background erects we have been studying. Finally we evaluate the
impact of family background, and relate the present findings to
future research in the Youth in Transition project.

Background Foctors and Their Effects

In Chapter 2 we described and defined operationally each of
the background dimensions examined in this study. in Chapter 3
we noted how these dimensions are trittrrelated. In Chapter 4 we
considered the way each background dimension relates to int3lli-
gence, and we explored the use of multivariate aralysis techniques
to piedice. htellige ice from a number of background dimensions
in combination. In Chapters 5 through 10 we continued the m titi-
variate approach, focusing on the criteria one at a time, noting the
extent to which each is predictable from family background dimen-
sions plus intellIgeuce. This arrangement of the data according
to criterion dimensions proved very useful for our major pres-
entation of findings. But In this review chapter it will be helpful
to organize our :ildings by RIATimarizing the effect of each back-
groun: :actor (predictor) in rn on tho whole range of criteric.

ri,,, 191
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Socioeconomic Level. Socioeconomic level (SEL) is perhaps
the most fundamentally important of the family background meas-
ures we have examined. It is related to most other background
measures; indeed, what appear to be "effects" of other background
dimensions can often be attributed equally well WO with greater
parsimony) to SEL.

The summary measure of SEL used in this study consists
of six equally weighted ingredients: father's occupational status,
father's educational level, mother's educational level, number of
rooms per person in the home, number of books in the home, and
a checklist of other possessions in the home. These highly inter-
correlated ingredients all have to do with the quality of home en-
vironment available to children, but they also are likely indicators
of genetic endowment. This serves as a reminder of the point
made in the first chapter: a child's inheritance has both biolog-
ical and social basesfamily background has its impact through
both nature and nurture.

Socioeconomic level shows consistently strong relationships
with measures of ability and related dimensions. A good example
is provided in Figure 4-1, which displays the clear linear correla-
tion (r = .45) between SEL and the Quick Test of intelligence.
Similar corre'ations appear between SEL and the GATB-J meas-
ure of vocabulary skill (r = .45) and the Gates measure of reading
comprehension (r = .41). Given these strong correlations with
measured ability, it is not surprising to find that SEL is also re-
lated to the self-concepts young men have about their school ability;
but as Figure 5-2 indicates, a moderate association between SEL
and self-concept of school ability remains even after we control
for intelligence and other background factors. Similar findings
appear when SEL is related to school grades, college plans, and
occupational aspirations; in each case a moderate correlation with
SEL remains after controlling for intelligence and other background
dimensions (see Figure 10-3).

The effects of socioeconomic level extend beyond areas re-
lated directly to ability. Boys from high SEL homes tend to be
above average in self-esteem, needs for self-development and self-
utilization, ambitious Job attitudes, internal control (or feelings of
personal efficacy), and political knowledge. Those from high SEL
homes tend also to be lower than average in rebellious school be-
havior, negative school attitudes, test anxiety, and somatic symp-
toms.

We conclude from these findings that socioeconomic level is
important in shaping ability. But in addition to its effects on a-
bi:ay, SE', has a positive influence on performance, aspirations,
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and important self-concepts. In short, the boy from a high socio-
economic level home is doubly advantaged.

Family Size. Family size, or the number of siblings a boy
has, is related to socioeconomic level and to many of the criteri-
on dimensions mentioned above. About half of our respondents
report two or fewer siblings, and within this range there is no
association between family size and SEL. However, when the num-
ber of siblings reaches three and increases up to seven or more,
there is a steady decrease in SEL (see Figure 3-1).

Many criterion dimensions relate to family size in a curvi-
linear pattern somewhat similar to the one for SEL. The most
important example is the Quick Test; boys with one sibling s,ore
highest, next highest are only children and those with two siblings,
and as the number of siblings increases beyond two the average
Quick Test score decreases (see Figure 4-2). When the effects
of SEL are removed, the relationship between family size and the
Quick Test is reduced but certainly not eliminated; it remains the
case that only children and those with one sibling score a bit bet-
ter than average, while those with six or seven or more fall be-
low average (see Figure 4-9).

Boys from small families are higher in academic achieve-
ment, self-concepts of school ability, political knowledge, occupa-
tional aspirations, and likelIhood of going to college. Part of these
relationships can be attributed to differences in socioeconomic
level, but a portion of the effect remains in each case after con-
trolling for SEL.

As family size increases beyond two siblings (i.e., a total
of three children, including the respondent), we find an increasing
proratience of negative school attitudes and somatic symptoms.
Again it appears that part, but not all, of these relationships can
be attributed to differences in SEL.

We conclude from these findings that family size relates to
criterion dims, sions in much tie same way as it relates to socio-
cceisomfc level. The effects of family size on criteria, though
not as strong as those for SEL, are sufficiently, large and unique
to warrant our treatment of family size as a separate character-
tette of family background. In general, one seems to have ar.
advantage if he is a member of a small family.

Broken Home. We have stressed the distiaction between
homes broken by death and those broken by separation (usually by
formal divoue). With few exceptions, homes broken by death are
similm to intact families In terms of socioeconomic level or num-
ber of siblings, whereas homes broken by separation are more
often large families and those at low socioeconomic levels. Fam-
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ilies disrupted by separation also tend to show poorer that average
parent-son relationships, while those broken by death do not.

Boys from homes broken by separation are a bit below av-
erage in accomplishments, aspirations, and other factors assoc-
iated with SEL. It appears, however, that nearly all of these dif-
ferences in homes broken by separation can be attributed to their
lower SEL. Once SEL is controlled, there is little if any unique
effect attributable to separated families.

Boys who have lost a parent due to death show virtualiy no
differences from those living with both natural parents. Differ-
ences no doubt exist, but they are not large or general enough to
L9 visible in terms of our criterion dimensions.

These findings are not the result of an exhaustive study of
the effects of broken homes. On the other hand, if the loss of a
parentusually the fatherdue to death or separation is often a
crippling experience to a young man, we should expect to see some
greater indication of it in the dimensions we have been examining.
As it stands, we find that once we control for differences in SEL,
there is surprisingly little evidence that boys from broken homes
are worse off than their classmates from intact homes.

Family Relations. A single general-purpose measure of
family relations (or parent-son relations) was developed using 10
items having to do with parental punitiveness and 11 items dealing
with closeness to parents and the feeling that parents are reason-
able. Items were scored in such a way that a high score indi-
cates good relations between a son and his parents. As we have
stressed from the start, this is by far the most subjective of the
family background dimensions we have studied; thus there is much
room for subtle distortion and misinterpretation of response
scales, all of which can occur without a respondent even recog-
nizing it.

Associations with other background factors are not strong,
but there is some tendency for parent-son relations to be better
in small families and in families high in socioeconomic level.
And, as we noted in the preceding section, family relations are
below averag( in homes broken by separation.

T: e family relations measure shows strong correlations with
a number of criterion dimensions. The better the family relations
a boy reports, the higher is his self-esteem, his self-concept of
school ability, his attitudes toward school, his fee/Ings of personal
efficacy, his SOCill values, and his fe lings of faith in others and
trust in the government. The poorer the family relations he re-
ports, the mere likely the boy is to admit to aggressive impulses,
delinquency, rebellious behavior in school, test anxiety, negative
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school attitudes, negative affective states, and somatic symptoms.
These correlations show Little if any change when we control for
socioeconomic level and other background factors.

The above findings, taken at face value, would be quite ex-
citingespecially since some of the correlations involved ate fairly
high. Our problem is that every one of the above criterion di-
mensions is, like the measure of family relations, highly subjec-
dve. Individuals vary in their ability to recall specific events (of
delinquency or of conflict with parents), aid one person's use of
a response scale may be consistently different from another's
(one person's "sometimes" may be another's "seldom"). Individ-
uals also differ in their needs for favorable self-presentation or
social approval. These variations, and other factors, may have much
to do with the relationships summarized aboveparticularly when
we consider that those who score highest on the family relations
scale also score high on the Crowne-Marlowe need for social ap-
proval (see Figure 6-2). In short, we have felt very cautious
about concluding that the relationships summarized above are based
entirely on real differences in parent-son relationshipswe cannot
be very sure without further confirming data.

Confirming data of an indirect sort were mentioned in Chap-
ter 7 when we noted Coopersmith's (1967) finding that objective
ratings of maternal affection and interest arc positively related to
the self-esteem of pre-adolescents. Another type of data, pre-
sented in a later section of this chapter, indicates that there is
a good deal of stability in the ratings of family relations, and In
the correlations between criterion data and this dimension cf fam-
ily background. These data are encouraging, for they suggest that
at least a portion of the family relations measure represents some-
thing fairly consistent.

Religious Preference. The overwhelming majority of re-
spondents indicate that their pers,mal religious preferences match
those of their families. Religious preferences relate to several
other background dimensions, including socioeconomic level and
family size (see Figure 3-3 and 3-4). Jewish respondents have
relatively few siblings and come from families that are above
average in SEL. Catholics are about average in both SEL and
number of siblings. Protestants cover a range, from Baptist fam-
ilies that ere below average in SEL and above average in size,
to Episcopalian famlilee that are well above average in SEL and
smaller than average in size. Religion is also related to political
ideology. Jewish and Catholic families are predominantly Demo-
crats, whereas among Protestants there is a range of pAlitical
preference that corresponds roughly to SEL differencesBaptists
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are more often Democrats than Republicans, but among Episco-
palians the Republicans far outnumber the Democrats.

Religious preference !s related to scores on the Quick Test
of intelligence (see Figure 4-5). The pattern corresponds closely
to religious differences in SEL, and controlling for SEL reduces
the effect of religion rather sharply. The differences in SEL and
intelligence can account for most other effects of religion; in other
words, a concise account of background effects would focus on
SEL and intelligence and say rather little about effects of family
religious preference. The one exception to this generalization in-
volves the 59 Jewish respondents in our study. This subgroup,
representing less than 3 percent of our total sample, has departed
from the average in ways that cannot be attributed entirely to their
above-average intelligence or socioeconomic level.

Jewish respondents are higher than any other religious sub-
group in self-esteem, a finding that is consistent with the earlier
work of Rosenberg (1965). They are also well above average in
political knowledge, occupational aspirations, and college plans.
One other difference worth noting is the fact that Jewish respond-
ents show the lowest levels of trust in people, but the highest
levels of trust in the government; this is a pattern of findings that
also characterizes another minority groupblack respondents in
integrated schools.

Our findings for Jewish respondents are based on only a few
cases.; taken alone, they must be treated with a good deal of caution.
But the results presented here are consistent with other findings,
and together they indicate that the family background of Jewish
children is particularly supportive of high self-esteem and high
levels of achievement orientation.

Parents' Political Preference. Had we anticipated our find-
ings more accurately, we might have decided against including
family political preference as a background dimension for study.
Political differences are related to some other backgrourd factors,
although the relationships are invariably small. Republican fam-
ilies are slightly above average in socioeconomic level, have
slightly fewer children, and are somewhat less likely to have been
disrupted by divorce. Political preference also bears a slight re-
lationship to religious preference, as noted above.

Scores on the Quick Test of intelligence are slightly higher
for boys whose families are Republican; however, this difference
completely disappears when we control SEL. Other relationships
follow a similar pattern: when some relationship appears between
political preference and a ceterion dimension, it is eliminated in
the multivariate 'nalyses that control SEL and other background
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dimensions. In the area of trust in government we expected that
some differences might appear, since Republicans are thought to
be rather wary of the government in Washington (particularly since
Democrats were in power at the time the questionnaire was ad-
ministered); In fact, however, no meaningful difference was found
between boys from Democratic and Republican families.

In short, there are slight socioeconomic differences between
Republicans and Democrats, but no other effects appeared that
could Lot be attributed, most appropriately to differences in SEL.

Community Size. As we noted in Chapter 2, there are areas
where it is difficult to draw the line between family background
and other background conditions. In particular, we do not want to
confuse the effects ot.: family background with the effects of the
school. Previous studies (e.g., Coleman, 1966) have shown that
the effects of schools differ from region to region. Therefore,
we will treat regional differences in a later monograph in which
we examine school effects. Similarly, the kind of community in
which the respondent was raised is not likely to be free from con-
tamination with school differences. However, we suspect that com-
munity size does have something to do with family life, and on
that basis it has been included in the present monograph.

Comparing young men raised mostly on farms, in the country,
in towns, in small cities, and in large cities, we find only two
subgroups that are consistently different from the average. The
7 percent of our respondents who were raised on farms come from
the largest families and those lowest in socioeconomic level. The
16 percent raised in the country but not on farms are next largest
in family size and next lowest in SEL. Boys raised on farms
average lowest in Quick Test scores, occupational aspirations, and
college plans; controlling for SEL reduces these differences, but
does not eliminate them. Boys raised in the country but not on
farms are also a bit below average on these dimensions, but in
this case little difference remains after controlling for SEL. In
brief, the data suggest that being raised on a farm may have some
disadvantages, but otherwise there is little indication that com-
munity size has an effect above and beyond the differences asso-
ciated with socioeconomic level.

Race as a Background Factor. Race is treated as a back-
ground factor in this monograph because large and pervasive racial
differences in levels of education, occupation, income, housing, and
the like exist in the United States. Racial differences appear in
our data, and in spite of limitations in a sampling design that was
not intended to study racial subgroups, we felt compelled to report
our findings in this area.

0
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Probably our most basic finding is the fact '.:teat the 256 black
respondents in this study cannot be studied as a single subgroup.
No less than three groups of blacks must be considered, based on
different school (and community) environments: blacks in inte-
grated schools, blacks in northern segregated schools, and blacks
in southern segregated schools. Our reasons for reaching this
conclusion are documentee extensively in Chapter 4. In brief, we
first found in preliminary analyses that black students in integrated
schools are very different from those in segregated schools in
terms of test scores and socioeconomic level; we then found that
those in southern segregated schools are quite different from those
in northern segregated schools. Given these differences in socio-
economic level and test scores, we decided that these three black
subgroups would be examined separately throughout the monograph.

There are a number of family background factors that differ
among racial subgroups. As Figure 3-7 indicates, blacks in inte-
grated schools and those in northern segregated schools are some-
what below whites in SEL, while blacks in southern segregated
schools are far below unites. Blacks in general, and especially
those in southern segregated schools, have larger families than
whites (Figure 3-8) and are more likely to come from homes That
are broken by divorce or separation. More than half of the blacks
who express a religious preference are Baptist, in contrast to 20
percent Baptists among whites.

The most dramatic differences among racial subgroups ap
pear when we consider tests of ability. Figure 4-8 indicates
clearly that the largest difference is not between blacks and whites
but rather between southern segregated blacks and all other groups,
black or white. The results for the Quick Test of intelligence are
duplicated when we consider other tests dealing with vocabulary
and reading ability. Controlling for socioeconomic level reduces
this difference only moderately, as shown in Figure 4-10; there
remains more than a full standard deviation difference between
blacks in southern segregated schools and blacks in integrated
schools, whereas the blacks in integrated schools are less than a
quarter of a standard deviation lower than whites.

A number of racial differences in attitudes and aspirations
have been found throughout the monograph. In this summary chap-
ter we can only highlight some of them.

Self-concepts of school ability are slightly below average for
southern segregated blacks; however, as Figure 5-5 indicates, when
we control for background differences it appears that blacks in
general have slightly more favorabla self-concepts along this di-
mension than do whites. These small differences are parallel to
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the pattern of school grades discussed in Chapter 9; there we cor.-
eluded that (a) the small differences in grades between whites and
segregated blacks are eliminated or reversed when other back-
ground factors are controlled, and (b) there are no meaningful dif-
ferences between the grades of whites and those of blacks who are
in integrated schools.

It is frequently assumed that black Americans, as a result
of centuries of slavery and discrimination, have lower self-esteem
than whites. This may be true of adults, but our data lead us to
question this assumption as applied to young men in high school.
The data summarized in Figure 7-3 indicate that blacks in inte-
grated schools and those in northern segregated schools score
somewhat higher than whites on our measure of self-esteem;
southern segregated blacks have actual scores that are equal to
whites, but after controlling for background and Quick Test dif-
ferences their adjusted scores are higher. Is this measure of
self-esteem accurate in this area? Does it indicate that blacks
really have higher self-esteem than whites? Unfortunately, we
cannot provide a very definitive answer to these questions at pres-
ent. But we can consider some related evidence that may help
the reader to form his own conclusions.

Some evidence suggests that black respondents are more
highly motivated than whites to portray themselves in a favorable
light. Blacks score higher than whites on the Crowne-Marlowe
measure of the need for social approval. And blacks report sub-
stantially lower impulses to aggression than do whites, as shown
in Figure 7-4. On the other hand, blacks do not always portray
themselves in a favorable light. They rate themselves lower than
whites in some aspects of job ambition, they report lower trust
in people than do whites, and they do not report better family re-
lations than whites (although this dimension is strongly associated
with the Crowne-Marlowe scale). Thus it is not possible to draw
a simple clear-cut conclusion from our data that blacks are show-
ing some sort of consistent distortion.

Out own view is that the fairly high self-esteem scores for
black respondents represent a real feeling of self-worth. Whether
behaviotar measures of self-esteem would present a different pic-
ture is an interesting matter for speculation. We do not have
direct behavioral measures, but perhaps we can draw some infer-
ences from occupational and educational aspirations, since these
tend to be a bit more concrete than the ra0 or general lfo.rls in
our self-esteem scale.

The college and occupational aspirations of southern segt 2-
gated blacks are somewhat lower than those of whites, as indicated
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in Figure 10 -8. Integrated bhcks and those in northern segregated
schools do act show any appreciable differences from whites in
their aspirations. Controlling for family background changes this
picture; if anything, blacks in all three subgroups then tend to
chow high,:e aspirations than do whites. Controlling for Quick
Test scores in addition to family background heightens this effect;
the e..uk indicate that, relative to background and test scores,
southern segregated blacks have the highest aspirations of any
racial Vlbgroup.

The racial ditferences in occupational and educational as-
ations i. a not especially large, but they fit in r,ither nicely

will other findings sumnr.rized in this section: the black stu-
dents t this etntly do not presuat a picture of low self - esteem
and under- aspiration. If anything, their aspirati are relatively
higher than those of whites.

We. cannot leave this summary discussion of race as a back-
ground factor without stressing two points made in earlier chap-
ters. The first point is methodological, the sec(d is substantive

Tit, sample for this study was not designed primarily to
study racfli differences. Indeed, the fact that our sample is clus-
tered In a limited number of schools means that most of our black
espot dents are located in a handful of segregated schools (9 out

of the total of 8?). We consider our findings based of this sam-
ple to be limited, but nevertheless useful. IA particular, we hope
they will stimulate more thorough studies in this area, using sam-
ples designed for that task.

13y far the lareest substantive finding concerning race as a
background factor is the difference in test performance bett,een
southern segregated blacks and all other blacks aild whites. Our
interpretations of this finding, first Mated in Chapter 4, bear rep-
itition here:

We do not suppose that our data represent an adequate basis
for reaching firm conclusions about the effects of school inogration
and segregation. We have, it is true, found that southern segregated
blacks are much lower in Quick Test scores than integrated blacks
in all regions. But to say th6t the low scores of the former group
are the fault of their schools exclusively would ignore some other
very important findings. For example, the souther,' segregated black
respondents ..Jrne from families that are tar lo r On SEL than any
other minority grouping we have examined. a. interpretation would
be that the black respondents in southern segregated schools are the
prAuctsindeed the victims of a social aystern of segregation a;,1
discrimination far more pervasive than schools roone. It is t,tite
beyond the scope of this study to determine what iortion of the low
scores of this group can be assigned to the e' ect3 of schools, the
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wider social milieu, the effects of pre-natal and post-natz.1 malnu-
trition, and other factors shown by previous research to be important.

or can we say with complete certainty that the racial differences
We have observed are ,501oly the products of environmentour data
are certainly not precise enough to rule out all possibility of hered-
itary differences. But the most parsimonious explanation of these
data, in our view, is in terms of the massive environmental differ-
ences that exist among the racial subgroups we have been examining.

Opr conclusions about racial differences are limited, as we said
they n'ould be. And we have specifically avoided any firm conclusions
about the causes of these differences. In spite of these uncertainties,
and in spite ^1. the sampling limitations acknowledged earlier, we feel
that the data on test scores and race add evidence to the view that
so-called "racial differences" are primarilyil no. exclusivelydif-
ferences in cultural and educational opportunities.

intelligence: Background Fact( and intervening Variable
We have summarized above the ways in whict, socioeconomic

level and other family background factors are related to intelli-
gence (as measured by the Quick Test and other tests). Our in-terprehtion of such relationships is that family background fac-
'Aare are among the causes of intelligence. But while intelligence
can be vieweu in part as a result of background factors, it canalso be studied as a cause of other factors. For example, one
of our conclusions in Chapter 4 is that family background Influ-
ences Intelligence which In turn influences job information. Thisdual role es be `h effect and cause t as led us to conceive of intel-
ligence as an L.:tervening variablea varitble in the middle of a
causal sequence. A model ti eating intelligence as an intervening
variable was introduced in Figure 9-12; there we distinguished
between the unique effects of intelligence (Arrow A in Figure
12), the effects of family background which we interpret as °per.
acing through intelligence (Arrow B), and the effects of family
background which are independent of intelligence (Arrow C).

One of the moot obvious correlates of intelligence is self-
concept of school abilitythe higher a boy's neasured intelligence
(Quick Test score) the higher he rates himself on school ability
(including reading skill and intelligence). Also rather obvious is
the finding that measured intelligence is strongly correlated with
grades in school. But not all background effects on school grades
operate through Intelligence as an Intervening variable; rbout one-
third of our prediction of grades may be described as wilgue ef-
fects of intelligence (Arrow A), another third as family background
effects operating through intelligence (Arrow B), and the remaining
third as unique effects of family backgrow dthose that do not
"overlap" with the effects of intelligence Arrow C).
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intelligence relates to school attitudes as well as school per-
forrronce. Brighter boys have fewer negative school attitudes
but their positive school. attitudes (based on a roparate measure)
ar e. scarcely stronger than those of less bright boys. Brighter
boys also are slig;Itly lower in test anxiety and rebellious behav-
ior in school, but these effects tend to be rather small.

Self-esteem shows a modest positive correlation with intel-
ligence. Similar correlations also occur between intelligence and
measures of internal control (or personal efficacy), and needs for
self-development and self-utilization. These effects seem quite
consistent with reality, particularly the reality experienced by a
high school student. The bright student does better in school,
finds it more s2tisfying to develop and utPize school-related abil-
ities, and is bitter able to control eventsrather than being con-
trolled by events.

Especially important is the relationship between intelligence
and future plans. The data presented in Chapter 10, and sum-
marized it Figure 10-2, led us to the following conclusion:

Intelligence plays an important role in the determination of col-
lege an occuptailonal plans. Some of its effect is un:que and cannot
oe traced back to family background. But an ec,ual, if net larger,
part of the role of Intelligence is as an intervening variablethe
path through which some aspects of family background (both hered-
itary and environmental) get translated into an impact on future plans.
In brief, family background affects ability Which in tut-n affects f4ivire
plans.

Much of the impact of faintly background does not, however,
seem to operate through intelligence. This is the second conclusion
to be drawn from Figure 10-2. After givirq intelligence its full due,
we find that background has a very large role remaining. Put mor3
simply, this means Mat if two boys are equal in intelligence, their
plans for the future may still be quite different, and family back
ground is among the major causss of such tifferences.

Foriy Findings from Subsequent Doto Colis,ctions

As we noted in the first chapter, Youth in Transition is a
longitudinal study involving repeated data collections from a panel
of young men. Tats nonograph has been devoted entirely to anal-
yses of information obtained from the "Time 1" data collection,
which occurred in the fall of 1966, when the respondents were
beginning tenth grade. The "lime 2" and "Time 3" data collec-
tions, which included a re-measurement of most of our critericni
dimensions, were carried out in the spiing of 1968 (when most re-
spondents were ending eleventh grade) and in the spring of 1969
(when most were about to graduate from high school). Some a-
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nalyses vich combine data from Times 1,2, and 3 have recently
become available. These analyses are pi eliminary and quite lim-
ited in their scope; nevertheless, the longitudinal perspective they
provide is a useful addition to this monograph.'

Special Subsample for Ungitudinfil Analyses. The subsam-
ple UEt: 41 in our preliminary longitudinal analyses is a limited one
for tw easons. First is the problem of .,.)anel mortality; not all
respondents who begin a longitudinal study continue their partici-
pation to the end. ThI.3 problem has turned out to be less severe
than we originally feared; during the two-and-one-hill year period
between the first and third data collections we have retained about
81 percent of our original panel of respondents. 2

The mud restriction in the lof.gitudinal subsample is a
self-imposed one. For several reasons not directly related to
this monograph, we have decided to restrict our first explor !ions
of longitudinal data to those boys who have remained in the same
school for all three data collections; thus, we are excluding (tem-
porarily) another 19 pet cent of our respondents viho have dropped
otr` of school or transferred to arother School.

The two rectrtetions or. our longitudinal suLsample leave us
with just under b3 percent of the original srunple. A comparison
of this 3ubsampie and the original sample is presented in Table
11-1. Since the subeample systematically excludes all boys who
dropped out of school since Time 1, we would expect come dif-
ferences between them and the total sample in the areas of socio-
economic level, test scores, )us!upational and education aspirat'ons.
Such differences do appear in Table 11-1, but they are not par-
ticularly large (perhaps partly because only some of those excluded
from the 8i-hairline were dropouts).3

There is another kind of dillerence wa mijht expect, but it
cannot be examined in Table 11-1. Given that our longitudinal
subeample is limited to boys who have remained in the same
school from grades ten through twelve, we may be dealing with a
group that somewhat underrepreaents the changes that occurred in
the total sample. We suspect that dropping out changes a boy in

lit was not an easy decision to include these preliminary !ongitudiisxl
findings "ahead of schedule." Some of the reasons for doing so are noted
in the Preface.

2Further information concerning the longitudinal design and ieaponse
rates appears in the Preface.

30ne of the monographs planned to follow shortly after this one will
deal extensively with dropouts, noting how they differ at Time 3 from those
who stayed in school, and noting the ways In which they were Already elf-
ferent at Time 1.
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TkBLE 11-1

COMPANIScS OF PULL SAMPLE AND
SPECIAL OWLS FOR LONGITUDINAL

ANALYSIS

FULL SAMPLE
SPECIAL LONGI-
TUDINAL SAMPLE

Unwelghted N.2213 Unweighted N-1374
Weighted N.2514 weighted N.1584

MEAN S.D. MEAN S.D.

Socioeconomic Level 6.99 .80 5.09 .78

Quick Test of Intelligence 108.5 12.4 310.4 11.4

GATE -7 Vocabulary 18.9 6.5 20.1 6.3

Cates Relog Test 35.0 6.2 37.2 4.9

Job Information Test 16.7 3.4 17.1 3.2

Self-Concept of fchool Ability 6.13 .73 4.21 .72

Positive School Attitudes 3.25 .53 3.30 .49

.3egative School Attitudes 1.91 .61 1.80 .55

Need for Self-Development 3.62 .54 3.66 .51

Need for Self-Utilisation 3.115 .54 3.89 .51

1xxt Anxiety 1.49 .24 1.69 .24

Need for Social Approval 1.48 .17 1.48 .17

Self-Esteew 3.75 .52 3.77 .51

Negative Affective State: 2.62 .55 2.59 .54

Expplaes 3.77 .61 3.80 .60

Somatic Symptoms 2.14 .60 2.08 .54

Impulse to Aggression 2.54 .82 2.47 .78

Social Values 6.70 .55 4.45 .54

6mhitious Job Attitudes 5.06 .70 5.15 .65

Internal Control 1.61 .19 1.67 .19

Trust in People 1.52 1.10 1.57 1.11

Trust in the Government 3.67 .66 3.70 .65

Political ...now/edge 2.61 1.46 2.83 1.44

Delinquent Behaviors 1.03 .53 1.54 .42

Rebellious Behavior in School 2.05 .55 1.98 .5o

Academic Achievement (Clad's) 60.0 7.2 41.2 6.6

Occ cpational Aspirations 60.3 26.5 63.8 25.5

College boa .58 .49 .64 .48
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some waye, and it may be that transferring from one school to
another leads to some important changes also. Since boys who
have experienced such changes in environment are not included in
these preliminary analyses, the dimensions show a relatively high
degree of tability across timea level of stability that occurs
only ,en the high school environment remains fairly constant.
This sort of stability is actually quite helpful to us as we begin
longitudinal analyses, but we must keep in mind that it may be
spuriously high compared to bat, which may occur for the total
sample.

to bhort, the preliminary longitudinal analyses to be reported
here are based on a special subsample that is systematically bi-
ased in some ways. The 63 percent in the subsample average a
bit higher than the total sample in socioeconomic level, ability,
and aspirations; however, these differences are rather small
usnally 10 to 20 percent of one standard deviation. The differences
in stability between the subsample and the total sample are not
so readily assessed. Accordingly, we must keep in mind that our
special subsample for longitudinal analyses is representative only
of boys who remain in the same high school for their last three
years.

Stability of Criteria During the High School Years. How
stable are the criterion dimensions we have been considering in
this monogutph? One way of answering that question is to con-
sider whether there have been any average rifts upward or down-
ward from Time 1 to Time 2 to Tim. 3. Quite another way of
looking at the question of stability is consider whether individ
yes hold the same relatii e position at Times 2 and 3 as they did
at Time 1; this would be reflected in high correlations between
Time 1 scores and those at Times 2 and 3. 1:Mta relevant to both
these perspectives on atability are presented in Table 11-2.

A comparison of mean scores at Times 1, 2, and 3 indicates
that there are relatively few criterion dimensions that show large
average shifts from tenth to twelfth grade. The largest such
ehange involves the job information testa measure that was de-
signed to discriminate between tenth and twelfth graders.4 Am-
bitious Job attitudes also show an increase over time, although the
change is much smaller. On the other hand, there is a slight

Tiriiipossible, of coutse, that some or even all of the change in the
$b information teat is artifa,,tual, since a single form of the test was used
at all three times. However, the fact that the test was able to discrim-
inate between tenth and twelfth graders in a pilot study leads us to believe
that much of the change shown in Table LL-2 represents real growth in
job information.
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TABLE 11-2

STABILITY 07 CRI12e..1A

ACROSS TIME

MEAN SCOPES

CROSS -TINE

CORRELATIONS

Ti... 1 Time 2 Time 3 TI-T3
(30

mot.)

'I-T2
(18

moo.)

12-T3
(12

aos.)

Job Information Teat 17.1 18.1 19.0 .53 .59 .61

Self-Concept of School
Ability 4.21 4.25 .72

Poeltlet School Attitudes 3.30 3.21 3.06 .42 .49 .57

regativa School Attitudes 1.80 1.79 1.90 .41 .47 .54

Need fcr Self-Development 3.66 3.64 3.65 .50 .56 .64

Need for Self-Utilitatimn 3.89 3.82 3.85 .42 .4k1 .54

Test Anuety 1.49 1.44 .58

Self-Esteem 3.77 3.84 3.88 .49 .54 .66

Negative Af'ectiva States 2.59 2.5S 2.53 .52 .56 .69

Floppiness 3.80 3.82 3.80 .47 .54 .63

Somat(c Symptcae 2.04 2.07 2.09 .42 .32 .62

/Routs' to Aggreseln 2.47 2.43 2.45 .40 .46 .61

Social Volume 4.75 4.78 4.76 .41 .51 .54

Ambitious Job Attitudes 5.15 5.50 5.31 .36 .46 .52

internal Control 1.67 1.71 1.71 .32 .42 .51

True. in People 1.57 1.61 1.57 .33 .37 .47

Trust is the Government 3.71 3.54 3.51 .33 .46 .48

Political Knowledge 2.83 2.49 2.2o .48 .60 .56

Delinquetv 114 1.54 1.51 1.57 .48 .53 .63

Rebellious Behavior in
School 1.98 2.10 .53

Acalemde Achievement
(Grades) 41.2 40.7 41.1 .58 .67 .66

Occuiotional Aspiratioae 63.8 61.1 59.8 .53 .62 .66

College Plato* 0.64 0.67 OM .40 .44 .49
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drop in status of occupational aspiration. Other analyses have in-
dicated that the lkaveeng of aspiration occurs primarily among
those boys not expecting to enter college, thus the change may re-
flect an increasing realism as the Um) approaches for entering
the work force.

Several changes occurred that were entirely tmexpectet
Positive school attitudes declined by one halt standard deviation
betwee.. Times 1 and 3. Most of the change appears to have oc-
curred during the senior year of high school. The decrease in
positive school altitudes was paralleled by increases 1,1 negative
school attitudes and rebellious behaviors in echool. As we noted
in Chapter 6, the school attitudes at Time I were very positive
indeed. The subsequent change may thus represent a trend toward
a greater degree of realism.

A few other dimensions showed mean shifts. Self-esteem
increased by a little more than 20 percent of a standard deviation
in a gradual shift from Time 1 to Time 3. Trust in government
decreased by over 30 percent of a standard deviation during the
same period. Political knowledge scores dropped appreciably;
however, this was due entirely to a new (lnd less well-known)
Secretary of Defense at Time 2, and new Secretaries of State and
Defense at Time 3. (Respondents improved over time in their
ability to wine the two U. S. Senators from their home states.)

Turnlig to the cross-time correlations presented in Table
11-2, we Rai a considerable degree of stability. The highest cor-
relations consistently appear between Times 2 and 3, a period
spanning only 12 months; net highest correlations appear between
Times 1 and 2, a period of 18 months; and, cf course, the corre-
lations are lowest for the full 30 month span between Times 1
and 3.

The greatest level of stability appeared in the interview
measure of self-concept of school ability; the product-moment cor-
relation between Time 1 and Time 2 scores is .72. Also highly
stable are s:hool grades (as reported by the respondents), with a
correlation of .58 between average grades in ninth grade (report-
ed at Time 1) and average grades in twelfth grade (reported at
Time 3). Not surprisingly, there are consistently strong relation-
ships Irtwcen grades and the self-concept of school ability; cor-
relations range from .51 (when bath grades and self-concepts are
measured at the same time) to .40 (between self-concepts at Time
1 and grades reported Time 3).

Cross-time correlations for other criterion dimensions, while
not as high as those related to school ability, are nonetheless
fairly substantial. This Is true even when here are relatively

2.11b
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large overall shifts in mean scores, as in the case of job infor-
mation, positive school attitudes, and political knowledge.

In sum, there appears to be a good deal of stability across
time in our criterion dimensions. Some show mean shifts, but
these ai e not unduly large. And all show a'. least a moderate de-
gree of cross-time correlation. Thus we suspect that the back-
ground effects uncovered in our Time 1 data are likely to remain
important through Tines 2 and 3. We should add, however, that
the stability n Aed here does not preclude meaningful study of in-
dividual changes; there is plenty of room for an individual to in-
crease or decrease on each of the criterion scales And of course
we have presented stability data on only that subsample which is
likely to be most stable during late adolescencethose who remain
ir. the same high school from grade ten to graduation.

This monograph cannot be exterded to include a really thor-
ough exploration of the impact of family background upon criterion
dimensions measured at Times 2 and 3. We can, however, ,o_alce
use of preliminary correlational data to give us some further in-
dication of the extent to which our findings from the Time 1 data
are likely to be stal,le through Times 2 and 3. The background
measures that are beet suited to analysis using product-moment
correlations are those which tend to show linear relationships with
criterion dimensions. One such dimension is socioeconomic 'eve',
another is the Quick Test of intelligence,' and a third is the meas-
ure of family relations. We begin by considering SEL and Intel-
lige ne e.

Cross-Time Effects of Socioeconomic Level and Intelligence.
We reported in Chapter 9 that SEL is strongly related to scores
on the Quick Test of intelligence; and in later chapters we noted
frequently that these two dimensions overlap in their effects, a
relationship which we interpret as indicating that SEL (like other
family background factors) operates through intelligence as an in-
tervening variable. Given this intercorrelatlon and similarity in
effects, it will be convenient to examine the cross-time effects of
SEL and intelligence at the same time. Table 11-3 presents the
necessary data.

The dominant Impression gained from an examination of
Table 11-3 is one of great stability of relationships. The fairly
high correlations with the job information test, self-concept of
school ability, political knowledge, grades, occupational aspirations,
and college plans all remain highly stable across time. Some of
the smaller relationships, Including those with self-esteem, also
show a good deal of stability. Other relationships, such as those
with negative school attitudes, have a tendency to become atit
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TABLE 11-3

INTELLIGENCE AND SOCIOECONOMIC
LEVEL RELATED TO CRITERIA MEASURED

AY THREE POINTS IN TIME

CORRELATIONSa BETWEEN CORRELATIONSa BETWEEN
QUICK TEST OE INTELLI- SOCIOECONOMIC LEVEL
GENCE AND CRITERIA AND CRITERIA
MEASURED AT MEASURED AT:

TIME 1 TIME 2 TIME 3 TIME 1 TIME 2 TIME 3

Job Information Test .51 .49 .48 .29 .33 .34

Self-Concept of School Ability .45 .45 .32 .3a

Positive S:hool Attitudes .06 .05 .02 .09 .03 .00

Negative School Attitudes -.19 -.18 -Al -.18 -.12 -.CB

Need for Self-Development .19 .17 .16 .13 .12 .06

Need for Self - Utilisation .14 .!6 .13 .13 .09 .05

That Anxiety -.24 -.21 -.13 -.12

Self - Esteem .11 .11 .11 .11 .09 .10.

Negative Affective States -.06 -.03 -.06 -.06 -.03 -.0/

Bappfneas -.00 -.00 -.02 -.00 .00 -.01

Somatic Synptoes -.11 -.11 -.CO -.09 -.07 -.08

Impulse to Aggression .07 .12 .12 .0) .07 .07

Social Values .13 .05 -.00 .11 .01 -.07

Ambitious Job Attitudes .21 .18 .16 .19 .10 .08

Internal Courol .19 .17 .14 .15 .09 AO

Trust in People .06 .01 .07 .04 .00 .0i,

Trust in the Government .05 .05 .04 .03 -.02 -.06

Politial Knowledge .31 .34 .30 .22 .26 .24

Delinquent Behaviors .05 -.08 -.04 .04 -.03 .01

Rebellious Behavior in School -.u6 -.09 -.07 -.05

Academic Achievement (Grades) .36 .31 .26 .22 .23 .2S

Occupational Aspirations .31 .32 .33 .34 .30 .33

Collage Plans .27 .24 .27 .29 .28 .33

ataeh entry is a product-moment correlatica between the predictor (measured
at Tine 1) and a criterion (measured at either Time 1, Time 2, or Time 3).
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over time. But on the whole, the initial impression is confirmed
by more careful examination of the data: most criteria correlate
with the Quick Test and SEL just about the same at Times 2 and
3 as they do at Time 1.

These stable relationships are reassuring, if not surprising.
Family socioeconomic level is not likely to change much during
a boy's high school years, and most psychologisis consider intel-
ligence to be fairly stable by late adolescence. Thus our data
seem to u_dicate that the effects of SEL and intelligence upon most
of our cry eria are fairly well established by the time a boy reaches
high school, and Co not change much during the high school years.

Cross-Time Effects of Family Relations. We were fairly
comfortable in assuming above that SEL and intelligence are rather
(table during the high school years. But such an assumption seems
much less appropriate when dealing with the interpersonal relations
between a boy and his parents durIng this period. Most of ou:
respondents reached driving age Letween Time 1 and Time 2.
The modal frequency of dating increases from once a month or
less at Time 1, to two or three times a month at Time 2. These
realities alone would be enough to suggest family relations might
change over time. Considerations such as these led us to obtain
family relations data at Time 2 as well as Time 1, so that we
would be able to assess the stability of this family background
dimension. The two measures correlate .59, indicating that the
way a boy ,r,ets along with his parents at Time 'I is fairly well
predictable trom the way he got along with them at Time 1. More
interesting, perhaps, is the finding that there is an overall up-
ward shift in family relations equal to about one-third of a stand-
ard deviation. It thus appears that boss get tlong with their par-
ents a ::it better at the end of eleventh grade than at the start of
tenth grade.

Now that we have established that family relations are fairly
stable from Time 1 to Time 2, we must consider whether the
associations between family relations and criterion dimensions are
also stable across time. The necessary data are presented in
Table 11-4.

If wo compare the correlations between fa nily relations and
criteria at Time 1 (first column of Table 11-4) with the parallel
correlations at Time 2 (fifth column of Table 11-5), we find an
extremely high cicree of consistency. The pattern of association
between the fared y relations measure and the criterion dimensions
which appeared at Time 1 is replicated almost exactly at Time 2.

But given the consistency between the first and fifth columns
of Table 11-4, can we conclude that family relations show the
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TABLE 11-4

CROSS-TIME RELATIONSHIPS
BErwEEN FAMILY RELATIONS'

AND CRITERIA

CORRELATIONPBETWEEN
FAMILY RELATIONS AT
TIME 1 AND CRITERIA
MEASURED AT

cu.3.LATIONOBETWEEN
Paul RELATIONS AT
TIME 2 AND CRITERIA
MEASURED AT:

TIME 1 TIME 2
(sane (18

line) nos.
litter)

TIME 3
(30
nos.
later)

TIME 1
(18

mos,

earlier)

TIME 2
(ease
Elms)

TIM 3
(12
mos,

later)

,lob Information Test .02 .04 .02 .00 .06 .03

Self -CO soept of School
Ability .11 .09 .09 .06

Positive School Attitude.; .:5 .27 .22 .28 .37 .29

Negative School Attitudes -.37 -.27 -.23 -.28 -.36 -.24

Aced fsr Self-Developsent .25 .19 .21 .20 .24 .23

Need fo: &at-Utilisation .17 .14 .14 .13 .15 .18

Test Anzio!, -.17 -.14 -.12 -.17

Self-Esteem .36 .27 .21 .28 .33 .27

Nega.lve Affective States -.42 -.30 -.22 -.28 -.42 -.31

UPPineSs .38 .32 .23 .30 .41 .30

Somatic Symptoms -.40 -.22 -.15 -.23 -.37 -.20

Imputed' to Agaressioo -.37 -.25 -.16 -.26 -.38 -.26

Social Values .33 .25 .17 .22 .35 .23

Ambitious Job Attitudes .21 .20 .12 .20 .32 .21

Internal (:ontrol .25 .20 .17 .15 .25 .21

Trust in People .18 .13 .14 .14 .21 .16

Trust in the Covernnent .24 .20 .12 .15 .23 .19

Political Knowledge .03 .08 .07 .06 .08 .08

Delinquent behaviors -.33 -.23 -.17 -.24 -.32 -.24

ReSallious behavior to
School -.21 -.26 -.37

Academie Achievement
(Create) .'5 14 .1) .09 .16 .16

Occupst food Aspirstloos .05 44 .04 .01 .03 .06

0011ege Plana .09 .08 .23 .06 .09 .12

alliaeteea-item version used at both TIM 1 and Use 2.

b
Each entry is a product-sestet correlation between the predictor and
a criterion.
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same degree of stability we found for socioeconomic level and
intelligence? A look at the other columns in Table 11-4 indi-
cates that we cannot. The correlations with family relations grow
smaller when the criterion dimensions are measured at a differ-
ent point in time. The reader who chooses to examine fable 11-9
in greater detail will find few exceptions to this general conclusion:
the greater the interval between the measurement of the predictor
and the criterion, the smaller will be the correlation.

The total set of findings summarized in Table 11-4 can be
interpreted in the following way. The pattern of as'ociation be-
tween family relations and criterion dimensions is essentially the
same at the end of eleventh grade as it is at the start of tenth
grade (based on a comparison of the fifth column with the first
column in Table 11-4); and in that sense the family relations
measure shows the same consistency of effect as we found for
socioeconomic level and intelligence. However, the family rela-
tions dimension itself is not as stable over time as we assume
SE?. and intelligence to be; therefore, we find that family relations
measured at Time 1 predict best to criteria measured at Time
1, and least well to criteria measured at Time 3.

The above interpretation is a perfectly reasonable one. It
asserts that family relations really do change to some extent during
late adolescence, and thus the best measure of family relations is
one that corresponds in time with the criterion dimension. In our
view this interpretation is valid to at least some degree. Our
findingq do not rule out the possibility of subjective bias, favor-
able self-presentation, and the like; indeed, we assume that our
measure of family relations (like many of our criterion dimen-
sions) is distorted to some degree by such phenomena. Neverthe-
less, we assume also that there is a fair degree of validity in our
family relations measure. It seems likely that self-esteem and
social values really are better developed in families with favor-
able parent-son relationships; and we conclude that such effects
are captured at least faintly by the measures we have used.

Conclusions: The Background factors which Matter Most

We began this monograph with the assertion that family back-
ground is a cluster of powerful forces which do much to shape an
individual's capacities and accomplishments throughout his lifetime.
Our alm was not to provide an exhaustive rcvie.y of background
characteristics, or chart the many subtle interactions whkh occur
nitng them. Recognizing that any attempt to summarize family

background Is sure to be in,-.'mplete and arbitrary, we set cut to
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focus on a few variables which promised to be predictively useful
in our study. Now, at t'le end of this phase of our study, we are
in a position to specify which background factors seem to matter
most, in terms of their ability to predict our criterion dimensions.

Three background dimensions have proved especially impor-
tant family socioeconomic level, family relations (or parent-son
relationships), and the composite measure of race/school integra-
tion/region. Other family characteristics are certainly of interest,
but these three are the ones that will deserve special considera-
tion (and perhaps statistical control) whenever we examine effects
of schools and other social environments

One other dimension to be considered carefully in future
analyses is intelligence. In this monograph we have treated in-
telligence in two quite different analytic roles: first it has been
used as a criterion variable, presumed to be caused in part by
family background. Then in later analyses it has been treated as
a causal variable in its own right. In a number of instances it
has proved useful to conceive of intelligence as an intervening
variable through which some of the effects of family backgrounc
are channeled.

The preliminary longitudinal analysts reported in this chap-
ter indicate that the effects of intelligence and socioeconomic level
are highly stable among boys going through the last three years
of high school. We assume that a major reason for this stability
Is the fact that intelligence and family socioeconomic level remain
largely unchanged during a boy's high school years. This high
degree of stability applies equally well to the race/sc!ool integra-
tion/region variable. The family relations variable, however, is
not unchanging during this period. On the average, a modest im-
provement in family relations ppears between the star,: of tenth
grade and the end of eleventh grade. And although the measure
shows considerable consistency across time, there is also ample
room for boys to shift in terms of how well they get along with
their parents. Thus we conclude that the most appropriate meas-
ure of fa-nily relations for later analyses will be the one that cor-
responds most closely in time to the criterion measure.
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Next Steps in This Research
A research monograph often ends by pointing out new fron-

tiers fcr future workers in the area. We do hope that others will
pursue some of our findings further, rarticularly those involving
complex racial differences (ard non-differences). But many of the
next steps to be taken rest squarely in our own hands, for now we
need to see how the relationships studied here fit into a larger
picture of the effects of social environments on adolescent boys.
We necli to consider how those who drop out of high school differ
from those who do notboth before and after the dropping out oc-
curs. We've established in preliminary analyses that our criterion
dimensions show some consistency over timebut now we also
need to develop and refine analytic methods for dealing with change.
We need to consolidate our measures of school characteristics and
relate them to changes in boys during the high school years. And
finally we need to examine the causes and effects of the, transition
out of the high school environment and into the worlds of work
and higher education.

The battings reported in this volume have brought us several
steps closer to our next research objectives. We have found that
a handful of very general dimensions can summarize much of the
(measurable) impact of family backgroved on a wide range of out-
comes. This degree of parsimony has great practice: value as
well as theoretical attractiveness, for it means that family back-
ground can be treated effectively using only three or four basic
variables. We have also found eeouch strength and consistency
of relationship to increase our confidence in the validity o. many
of our measures. In short, we have made a start in analyzing
the Youth in Transition datawe look forward eagerly to the next
steps.
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Appendix A

ESTIMATES OF SAMPLING ERROR*

As reported in Bachman, et al., (1467, pp. 21-24, 123-129),
the sample for this study was selected in three stages. Stage
one consisted of the Survey Research Center's national sample of
counties and metropolitaa areas selected from each of 88 strata.
Stage two involved selecting one sciool from each such county or
metropolitan area. (In one area several attempts were unsuccess-
ful in locating a school willing to participate; therefore, it
was necessary to omit this area and proceed with 87 schools.)
Finally, stags three consisted of randomly selecting about 25
boys from each school.**

Given this type of clustered and stratified sample design, it
is not appropriate to apply the standard, simple random sampling
formulas to obtain estimates of sampling errors. The use of these
formu:as will almost always understate the actual sampling errors.

One measure of this understatement is the design effect
(DEM. For each sample estimate, the design effect is the square
of the ratio of actual standard error to the expected standard
error of the estimate from a simple random sample of the same size.

2
actual standard error of the estimateDEFF(sample estimatel 0(
expected standard error of the esti-
mate if the rample were simple random
of the same tzs

Each sample estimate may have a different deaign effect. For
some of the simple means reported in this monograph, design effects
may be as large as S. A design effect of 5 would imply that the
standard error of the estimate is the same a: the standard error
that would be expected from a simple random samplst one-fifth as
large as the actual sample. If the astral sample size is 2200,
a design effect of t would mean that the standard error of the
estimate would be the same IT the standard error from a simple
random sample of size . (actual size/L."471 . 2200/S . 440.

For most of the simple weans our estimates suggest that
design effects will be ender 3. -

*This appendix was written by Martin Frankel, Sampling Section,
Survey Research Center.

**We are grateful to Leslie Kish and Irene Fess for develop-
ing the snmpling procedure used in this study.

tift/214

224



218 YOUTH IN TRANSITION

Even when design effects for simple means are rather large,
there exists a good deal of evidence to indicate that design
effects for more complex statistics (e.g., differences of means,
regression and MCA coefficients, correlation coefficients, MCA
Etas and Betas) are significantly lower (Kish and Frankel, 1970).

The table below presents what we feel are conservative
estimates of the standard errors for simple product-m, lent
correlations (r's) and MCA Etas. For each value of r ri: Eta, two
standard errors are given. The standard error in column 2 applies
when the analysis is based on the entire sample (n . 2213). The
standard error given in column 3 applies to analyses based on the
1374 respondents who were interviewed all three times.*

Standard Errors for is and Eta's

Value of r or Eta N . 2213 N = 1374

<10 .032 .041

.15 .032 .040

.20 .031 .039

.25 .030 .038

.30 .029 .037

.35 .028 .036

.40 .027 .034

.45 .025 .033

50 .024 .031

.60 .021 .026

.70 .016 .021

.80 .012 .015

The user is cautioned against uei..g these standard errors
for computing "exact" Lignificanca levels, confidence (or
crucible) intervals. These standard errors as well as the nec-
essary normal distributional assumptions are approximations. For
fJrtKer discussion of some of the issues raised in this appendix,
see Kish (1967), Kish and Frankel (1970), Frankel (1970).

*For values of r and Eta greater than or qgual to .15, we have
DEFF(1 -r2)

N with an assured DEFFused the formula SE(r)

of 2.3. We believe this to be a conservative value for DEFF.
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Appendix 8

THE DEVELOPMENT OF A SUMMARY
MEASURE OF SOCIOECOMIC LEVEL*

It is obvious that in a longitudinal study such as the
Youth in Transition project, the concept of socioeconomic level
(3EL) must be treated extensively as both a causal and a control
variable. Accordingly, in the design of the study and the
development of interview and questionneira instruments an effort
was made to include items that would permit us to place each
respondent along one or more SEL dimensions. In selecting such
items fc.7:' inclusion, it became quite clear that the concept of
socioeconomic level has not led to a single widely shared
operational definition. A variety of measures has been used in
studies for purposes of 'controlling on ses." Several of these
measures were included in our data collection, with the hope
that from them we would be able to develop a summary measure of
SEL.

The major requirement of such a summary measure is that it
be parsimonious. From a theoretical standpoint, to the extent
that socioeconomic level is t. be treated as a unitary concept,
it should be possible to use the same SEL measure in a variety
of relationships. From a more pragmatic standpoint, our data
analyses would become impossibly complex if we were to Epply
different measures of SEL to different criterion dimensions or
to different social subgroups. This is :uot to assert that
socioeconomic level really is a single "general* factor; the
arguments over such a.1 issue might parallel those relating to
the definition and measurement of the concept of intelligence.
It is simply the case that for our research purposes it was
necessary to develop a general and multi-purpose measure of SEL.

This appendix presents the evidence used to develop such a
summary measure of SEL. This evidence includes correlations
between SEL measures Lnd a number of potentially related
dimensions such as oc:upational aspiration, self-esteem, scores
on tests of aptitude and achievement, and self-reports of
delinquent behaviors. More generally, the appendix deals with
the issue of whether the same items (a) can be used to predict
to a variety of criteria, and (b) can yield at least roughly
the same set of relationships for white eid black subgroups
in our sample of high school boys.

Measures of SEL. The items" considered for inclusion in
the summary measure of SEL are presented in Table 8-1 of this
appendix. Of the total of ten items considered, three were

'From: Bachman, J.C. *The Development of A Summary Measure of
Socioeconomic Status." Paper read at the American Psycho-
logical Association convention, San Francisco, August, 1968.

"This usage of the term 'item" Includes some composite scores
based on a number of questions.
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Table B-I

Items Proposed for Inclusion in Summary SEI. Index

Item Name
Missing
Data Description

Father's Occupation

*Mother's Occupation

121

591

Ordinal measure based on Duncan level
of social statua coded from interview
responses.**

Father's Education

Mother's Education

9%

6%

Five-point scrle coded frcm interview;
less th..n high, school, some high school,
high school graduate, some college,
college graduate.

Possessions in the
Home 3Z First part of the Mathis "Environmental

Participation India" -- the respondent
checks which c..! 11 items are available
in his home. (A nix -point bracketed
scale was used in the present analyses:
a code of "1" represents 9 or fewer
items, "2" represents 10 or 11 items,
"3" represents 12 or 13 items,...
"6" represents 18 or 19 items.)

Number of Books in
Home 21 Six-point questionnaire scale. (The

scale ranged from "1" representing
"none, or very fes," through "3"
representing ''sue bookcase full," to
"6" representing "a room full -- a
library.")

Rooms per Person in
the Home 6% Number of rooms in home divided by

number of persors :living in home, based
on responses to open -ended qu,stionnaire
items. (This ratio relates more
strongly to "validating criteria" than
do either of its irgredients taken
alone.)

*Father's Income

*Family Total Income

361

391

Eight-point precoded questionnaire scale,
with "1" representing "ender 52000 "
and "B" representing "$15000 or over

***Adequacy of Family
Finances 31 Six-item adjective eesponse scale in

questionnaire maktni qualitative
appraisal of Emil: finances.

*Excluded from index due to excessive missing data.

**For a description of the coding procedure, see Arrcott (1968). The
iccupatfotal status scale is described by Retie (19E1).

***Excluded from index due to evidence of low
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dropped from further consideration because of high frequencies
of missing data. The most notable example is Status of Mother's
Occupation; since only mothers working outside the home were
classified on this scale, a score was available for less than
half of all respondents.

The product-moment correlations among the seven remaining
SEL items are presented in Table B-", along with means,
standard deviations,* end frequencies of missing data. (Data
for white and black subgroups are presented along with data for
the total sample of tenth-grade boys; however, we will not deal
with these and other subgroup analysas until later.) The
intercorrelations in Table B -2 range from .04 to .58 for the
total sample, with highest intercorrelations among father's
occupational status, father's education, and mother's education.
On the whole, similar patterns of intercorrelations were found
for Lhe white and black subgroups.

Selection of Items for Summar Aeasure of SEL. At this
pointEFFluestion remained as to w c combination of items
provides ..he most satisfactory summary measure of SEL. Our
strategy in answering this question involved relating our SCL
items to a number of "criterion" dimensions that might be
Influenced by socioeconomic level. This set of "validating
criteria," sampled from a wide variety of variables being
studied in the Youth in Transition project, is presented in
Table B-3. Three different test scores were included in the
list because it seemed quite porsible that those tests relate
differently to Set items; one (the Quick Test) is viewed as a
general measure of intelligence, another (the Matrices test) is
intended to be a relatively culture-fair intelligence test, and
the last (the Gates Paragraph Comprehension Test) is a measure
of reading achievement.

The first step in our strategy called for examining bi-
vari:te relationships between each "validating criterion" and
each of the SEL items. Our expectation was that some subset of
the SCL items would emerge consistently as the strongest
predictors of the several criteria. Table B-4 presents the
correlations between SEL predictors and validating criteria."
The most consistently "predictable' criteria were found to be
the test scores and occupational aspiration, while delinquent
behavior was least ' predictable." Turning to thq seven SEL
predictors we find that the first six items all show moderate
to strong relationships with occupational aspiration and test
scores. The "adequacy of family finances" item, by way of
contrast, shows very little strength in predicting to any of the
" validating criteria"; accordingly, this item was dropped from
turther consideration in building the summary measure of SFL.

while the correlations in Table B -4 indicate that each of
the first six SEL items is a better predictor than the seventh,
it is not yet clear whether a summary measure of SEL should

The standard deviatio.ls reported herein are derived from
samples clustered in schools; consequently they may
Systemfttically underestimate the true standard deviation of
the popllation.
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Table B -2

Means, Standard Deviations, and Irate correlations of SEL Items

NOTE: Each cell entry in this table consists of three separate scores
as follows:

Total sample (N=2514 weighted cases)

Whites only (6-'2177 weight(' cases)

&Ida only (91.291 v:zighted co4241

SEL Item

g

3".4
5 >
,1 A :

6

0

Product-Moment Correlations

1 2 1 4 5 6

s8.1 23.7 12

1. FATHER'S
39.8 23.8 10

OCCUPATION
23.9 17,7 24

2.59 1.28 9 58
2. FATHER'S 2.72 1 29 7 57

EDUCATION
2.31 1.21 11 41

3. MOTHER'S
2.76 1.05 6 38 51

EDUCATION 2.82 1.03 5 37 51

2.44 1.09 11 29 62

4.53 1.23 3 31 34 33
4. RESOURCES IN

HOME
4.66 1.15 1 27 33 32

ENVIRONMENT 5.59 1.45 9 26 32 22
J

3.54 1.17 2 30 35 32 43
5. NUMBER OF

3.59 1.15 2 31 35 32 42
BOOKS IN
HOME 3.26 1.15 1 10 21 19 59

1.90 '.79 6 23 21 25 28 24
.k. ROOMS PER

1.96 0.78 5 20 25 :2 23 23
PERSON IN
NOCE 1.51 0.24 15 19 34 33 30 tO

3.08 0.74 3 21 18 15 23 19
7. ADEQUACY OE * a * **ass

FAMILY
FINANCES 1.94 0.97 I 09 14 04 24 21 *

'Correlation no computed.

,,lissed on clustered sample.

229"
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Table B-3

Measures Used as Validating Criteria

223

Measure Description

Occupational Aspiration Ordinal measure based cl, Duncan level
of social status, coded from interview
statement of respondent's future plans.

Internal Control Routes measure of perceived personal
control over one's fate, based on '5
questionnaire items.

Self-Esteem Index based on 14 questionnaire items.

Test Anxiety Index based on 16 questionnaire items,
adapted by Irwin Katz from the Maodler-
Sarason lest Anxiety questionnaire.

Stades Self-report of average grade in pre us

year (9th grade), Interview item.

Deltnquent Behavior Index based on 26 self-report items in
a special confidential questionnaire,
adapted from a measure developed by
Martin Cold.

Quick Teat of Intelligence An individually-administered test of
recognition vocabulary, developed by
Ammons and Ammons.

Matrices Test A group- administered test of reasoning
ability, developed by tLe L.S.
Employrient Service and patterned after
Raven's Progressive Matrices.

Reading Achievement

----I

Group-administered Paragraph Limprehension
Test taken from the Gates Readi.! Survey.
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Table B-4

Correlations Between SEE Items and "Validating Criteria"

NNE: Each cell in this table consists of three separate scores
as follows:

Total Sample (N -2514 weighted cases)

'Whites Only (11.4177 weighted cases)

8Cacka 041y IN291 weighted cased

7-
Validating Criteria

8 8
u u
IIL ti
3 +4
LI P.
O<

o
1.,

...

c
0
°
&
0
,..

4

E

8

0
.1
4-1

A

...

I-.

..-.

0
1..

m
>

t
m
1.

m er
V
V .0!, .
5 F-%

u
Cm i.2 0
C>
4-1 A,-0 4
AA

....0 0
Vu a4 0

6. 00
...,

...,L .-1U 0
4-1 u

&r

...

I-.

I
V.
1.
U

x

1%

t
00 010 >
..,1 0
V .0,1L
A ..c

MEAN
60.3
61.4
54.0

1.66
1.67
1.61

3.71

3.69
*.11

7.49
1.48
1.53

4.00
4.02
3.2I

i.63

1.63
1.5!

108.5
710.4
95.5

22.4

23.3
76.0

36.0
37.0
21.7

SEE D**
Items

26.5
26.2
21.6

0.19
0.19
0.11

0.50
0.51
0.46

0.24
0.24
0.21

0.72
0.73
0.63

0.53
0.52
0.60

12.4

:0.6
14,1

5.8
5.0
7.2

6.2
4.9
9.0

1. FATHER'S
OCCUPATION

30

31

21

14

08
09

06
07

02

-05

-03
-08

15

15

-03

04

03
-04

31

26

25

2?

17

09

27

24

14

2, FATHER'S
EDUCATION

31

31

27

14

12
21

13

13
13

-10
-10
-13

17

14
07

01

CC

03

32

30

'7

23

20

29

28

25

40

3. MOTHER'S
EDUCATION

28

23
11

10

08
12

11

13
02

-12

-11
-11

19
,

31

28
19

21

16

29

25

23
24

4. POSSESSIONS
IN TEL *e0ME

22
20
27

14

11

20

08
10

13

-10
-07
-20

15

IO

02

04

34

22

44

35

24

41

3.:,

26

34

5. N7,7121ER OF

BOORS IN :10x1

22
23

04

15

14

12

09
10
03

-09

-09
04

16 03 28
26
11

25

22

18

26
23

26

6. ROOMS PER
PERSON

2r1

1,

24

C7

04
11

08
11

03

-10
-07
-15 O4 11

30

24

30

21

12
33

26

19

34

7. ADEQCACY OF
FA111.1

FINANCES

10

11

01

01

10

-07

-03

Cl O4 04

06
a

01

09
a

10

07

05

Decimals omit:ed from correlation coefficients.
*Not Corputed

**lased on clustered samrle.
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contain all six items, nor is it clear whether there is a
single cptimal weighting of items that would maximize multi-
variate prediction of each of the "validating criteria." In
order to obtain further evidence bearing on these questions,
a series of stepwise multiple regression analyses were done;
the six SEL items were permitted to enter as predictors* for
each "validating criterion."

Two observations may be based on the results of the
multiple regression analyses, presented in Table 17. 5. First,
the multiple correlations shown along the bottom ro of the
table are higher, often substantially higher, than the zero-
order relationships showa in Table 8-4. This general finding
was of course expected, but the size of the multiple correlations
may be taken as a sort of upper limit oh' Anable by n summary
measure optimally weighting our six 6E', tem) to predict to
the specific criterion variable in que- ,.on. The second
observation is based on an examination of the beta weights
displayed in the remainder of Table B-5. These results do not
indicate any single weighting of SCo items that is common to
all or even most "validating criteria.' Quite the contrary,
the beta weights vary markedly from ona criterion to another,
showing much less stability and consistency than do the
correlations in Table B-4.

Computation of Summary SEL Index. Given that all six SEL
items appeared to provide at least some degree of prediction to
one or more of the "validating criteria," and given the absence
of evidence for a set of "optimizing" weights to be applied to
these items, it seemed appropriate to d "rive a mean score in
which the six items would contribute equally.** This step was
carried out following -.he procedures summarized in Table 8-6.

Correlations between the summary SEL index and each of the
"validating criteria" are presented in Table B-7. These
correlations are nearly identical to the multiple correlations
that appear A.': the tottom of Table B-5, even though the
multiple correlations are based on an optimal set of item
weightings for each criterion whereas the index score weights
the six SEL items equally.***

*The specified criterion for entering a variable as a pre-
dieter was that it contribute a significant (ps.05)
increment to variance explained.

"I recent paper by Green (1968) argues strongly in favor of
the equal-weighting procedure adopted here.

***This conclusion is less clear for the black subgroup. In
this case the multiple correlations are somewhat higher than
the correlations with the summary SEL index. This difference
is attributable to the somewhat lower reliability of data
based on a sample of lens than three hundred (as contrasted
with the total sample in excess of two thousand). The
wiltiple regression analysis takes maximum "advantage" of C.e
error variance in the smaller black subgroup) it is reason-
able to conclude, therefore, that the multiple correlations
for blacks exaggerate the true relationships.
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Table B-5

Multiple Regression Analyses Relating SEL Items
to "Validating Criteria"

ROTE: Each cell entry in this table consists of three separate cores
as follows:

Total Sample (N=2514 weighted cases)

Whites Only (8.2177 weighted cases)

Blacks Only (N.291 waghted cases)

SEL Items

Validating Criteria

0 0
0 0
+4 ..4

t;0. I,
7 ...I

c'

o
o

U
-1

4

..." 4% ir'l

/7,

NYv
01
I.

0 CO
0

rt

4,
C
II I+
:-: 0
0 )

il i

U1, 0
0
01 b4J 0

4-1

..* .-I

1

%

I-0
V

0
01

...1

.0.'

1
00 4)
... 4)

1 1

...4

. FATHER'S
OCCUPATION

15

16

OS

--
--

-01

-04

-03

-07

04

06

Of

03

04

-01

05

05

-06

12

08

04

07

04

-ft

10

13

-09

. FATHER'S
EDUCATION

10

10

16

08

07

f6

10

08

16

-05

-06

-01

03

04

OS

01

--

09

01

10

I1

03

07

IS

06

07

Ell

. MOTHER'S
EsvCATioN

11

12

02

--

-03

05

06

-05

-03

-08

-03

09

10

CI

-09

-08

-t0

11

12

01

04

02

15

06

07

02

. RESOURCES IH
HOME

06

04

12

08

05

It

02

03

IS

-05

-01

-ff

03

02

06

02

--

06

17

05

52

25

14

52

21

13

F7

. KINSER C2 BOOKS
IH NOME

06

08

-10

09

10

--

04

04

-04

-03

-05

Id

07

06

10

03

04

-06

07

11

-04

08

11

-05

07

06

00

. ROOMS PER PER-
SON 161 HOME

08

07

IS

01

-02

OS

04

06

-70

-OS

-04

-07

14

15

-07

01

-02

IS

16

14

II

09

03

17

13

09

19

muttIPLE R

39

39

55

19

16

52

15

17

11

16

15

27

27

27

16

09

08

Of

47

40

52

39

25

50

...

43

35

50

Decimals Om tted

1 2 3 3
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Table B-6

Procedures for Computing Summary SEL Index

227

The summary SEL index consists cf a mean score computed from transformed
versions of the six SEL ingredients. Up to two missing da:a casts ,ere
permitted; i.e., the index was computed for any respondent whose iata
record contained four or more of the six ingredients. In order that the
six ingredients would contribute equally to the index score, and in order
that missing data would not produce distortions, a linear transformation
of each ingrtdiet was undcrtillten. The transformation consisted of
(Step A) multiplying each ingredient by a weighting factor a%d (Step B)
adding a constant; the effect was to give each transformed ingredient
a standard deviation c' approximately 1.2 and a mean of exac 5.00.

SEL
Ingredient

Initial Values Weignting
F-ctor

(Step A)

Values after

Weighting

Constant
Added

(Step B)

Transformed

Values

S.D. ** Mean S.D.** Mean S.D.** M,?r,

FATHER'S
OCCUPATION* 2.42 3.33 0.5 1.21 1.67 3.33 1.21 5.00

FATHER'S
EDUCATION 1.28 2.68 1.0 1.28 2.63 2.32 1.28 5.00

MOTHER'S
EDUCATION 1.05 2.76 1.0 1.05 2.75 2.25 1.05 5,00

RESOURCES I.
HOME
ENVIRONMENT 1.23 4.53 1.0 1.23 4.51 0.47 1.23 5.00

IsiMBER OF

BOOKS IN
HOME 1.17 3.54 1.0 1.17 3.54 1.46 1. 7 5.00

ROOMS PER
PERSON IN
Hon* 1.43 3.14 0.8 1.14 2.48 2.5: 1.14 5.00

*Special bracketed versions of Father's Occupation and P,crs per Pe son
in Ho, were used as a convenience in computing the summary SEL index;
thus the means and standard deviations shown in this tIble do not
agree with those presented it Table 4-2.

**Based on clustered sample.
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Table B-7

Product-Moment Correlations Between
Summary SEL Index and "Validating Criteria"

N('L Each cell in this table consists of three separate
&A fol.ows:

Total Sample (N2514 weighted cases)

Whites Only (Na2177 weighted cases)

imacks 044 01-201 weighted eadee)

Scores

Product-Moment Correlations with Validating Criteria

SUMMARY 4.99
SEL
INDEX 5.07

4.44

0.80

0.77

0.70

C0 0
+4 M
0 4

!4

g

4-1
a

a

0
vi

.9 I,

0 0
u 0

0
0 co

0 >0%I
vi

4
A

.38 .17 .12 -.14 .25 .01 .45 .36 .41

.38 .14 .15 -.12 .25 .00 .38 .27 .34

.5i .t5 .01 -.17 .11 -.02 .47 .45 .48

slastd on clustered sample.

235'



APPENDIX B 229

One ce:'..erion dimension which might appear more
"predictable" from the multiple regression analysis than fcom
the SEL index is delinquen,. behavior. In this case we find
that a very small multiple correlation occurs when some SEL
items are assigned positive weights and others are given
negative weights. The overall "prediction" thus obtained re-
mains trivial (R = .08 for the total sample); moreover, the
assignment of some positive and other negative usights to SEL
items seeos incongruous. We conclude, in short, that the zero
relationship obtained with the SEL index is the 'sore valid
indicator the true relationship betveen sLL and our measure
of delinquent behavior.

More generally, it seems safe to conclude that the six-
item summary SEL index is successful in predicting to a number
of "validating criteria." It passes the first part of our test
of parsimony.

Racial Similarities in SEL Relationships. Our second test
of a measure of .EL is that it be appropriate for application
to different racial subgroups. Evidence bearing on this issue
is presented in Tables B-2, B -4, 8-5, and B-7; in each table
separate data are presented for white and black subgroups (in
addition to data for the entire sample).

The intercorrelations among SZL items in Table B-2, and
between SEL items and criteria in Table B-4, do not indicate
any patterns of relationships within white or black subgroups
that are clearly different from those for the total sample.
Occasional differences do appear: however, there is little
i dication that some SEL items are systematically batter pre-
dictors for one or the Jther racial subgroup.* The beta
weights presented in Table 8-5 show less overall similarity
between racial groups, perhape, but once again there is no
pattern of systematic differences in SFL predictors. Finally,
the relationships between the six-item SEL summary index and
the "validatinv criteria" (shown in Table B-7) are generally
similar for the two racial Subgroups: fairly strong positive
correlations with test scores and occupational aspiration;
lower positive correlations with grades, internal control, and
self-estoem; los negative correlation with test anxiety; and
no correlation with delinquency.

It should be noted that bause of the limited number of cases
involved, correlations based on the black -lbgraup are much less
stable than those for thr total sample and the white subgroup.
It is not necessary for present purposes to develop exact
confidence intervals for correlations; however, the followi--
guidelines may be helpful. The .05 confidence interval for a
correlatioh based on 291 weighted cases is approximately 4-.115.
Taking accornt of missing data and weiyhting, most correlations
far the black subgroup are actually based on roughly 200 cases,
in which case a .05 confidehve interval of approximately +.14
is more appropriate.
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The absence of strong systematic racial differences in
correlations between the summary SRL index and the "validating
criteria" provides an answer to one of the major questions
motivating this investigation: it appears that the Fame set
of SEL items, when equally weighted and combined into a summary
score, is usable for both black and white subgroups. Given
this conclusion, we consider that the six-item summary SEL
index passes the second part of our test of parsimony.

A Note on Circularity. There is a degree of circularity
in usiTIFTnumber of measures as "validating criteria" for
developing a measure of SEL, and then using the same data to
consider the effects of SEL (as we have done in this monograph).
This circularity have been partiaularly troublesome had
we found only one or two SEL items that predicted to the
"validating criteria," or if certain SEL items had worked for
one criterion while different items were needed to predict to
another. Had such been the case, our relationships with SEL
might have Men heavily influenced by the maximization of
random error. In fact, however, of the seven eligible St:I.
items shown in Tables B2 and B-4, only one was excluded from
the equal-weighted summary index. Thus while the logical
circularity r_mains, we consider the relationships with the SEL
summary index to be sufficiently sound to warrant the emphasis
we've given them in this volume.
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Appendix C

BIVARIATE RELATIONSHIPS AMONG
BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS
This appendix presents a total of 36 bivariate frequency

tables showing all pairirgs of the eight family backgrouna vari-
ables and the Quick Teat of intelligence. Each table relates one
variable (e.g., socioeconomic level) to w.lother (e.g., number of
siblings), with cell entries indicating number of weighted cases.

The tables are adapted directly from computer output. Each
table is labelled according to the two background variables pre-
sented; however, specific categories within each variable are
designated only by code number. The category names corresponding
to the code numbers are provided in the listing below.

An example of how these tables might be used may prove help-
ful. Someone interested in the (weighted) number of boys in our
sample who come from <len, low socioeconomic level homes broken by
divorce would consult the second table) cell 1,5 -- that is, the
cell corresponding to category (1) of socioeconomic level and
category (5) of the broken some variable -- indicates that 27
cases, or just over 1 percent of the total sample of 2514, come
from very low SEL homes broken by divorce.

Sackytound Va/tiahtea with Code Categonie4
and Nw4A of Cana Speakied:

Socioeconomic Level Cases

( 1) by
( 2)

( 3)

( 4)

( 5)

( 6) MO
( 9) Missing Date

NJnber of Siblings

( 0) 0 siblings
( 1) 1 sibling
( 2) 2 siblings
( 3) 3 s.blings
( 4) 4 siblings
( 5) 5 siblings
( 6) 6 siblings
( 7) 7 or more

siblings

fanny Relations Cases

166 ( 1) poor

384 ( 2)

687 ( 3)

( 4)

363 5)
lan ( 6)

( 7)
( B) good

( 9) Missing at

84

139

506

562

482

311

194

125
191

broken Hoye

( 0) Mose broken 200
by death

( 1) Home intact 1997
( 5) gore broken by 317

divorce, etc.

106

199

344

482

555
427

259

90

52

Religious Preference

( 0) Jewish 63
( 1) Roman Catholic, 492

Eastern Orthodox
( 2) baptist 564
( 3) Chvrch of 162

Christ, etc.
( 4) Lutheran 203
( 5) Methodist 344
( 6) Presbyterian 177
( 7) Episcopal 51
( 8) Other Protestant 94

( 9) Other and 360
Missing Data
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Family Political Preference Cases Race (Five-Cateacry) Cases

( 1) Strongly Republican 181 ( 1) Ar whites 2177

( 2) Mildly Republican 399 ( 2) Integrated 79

( 3) Mildly Democrat 600 blacks
( 4) Strongly Democrat 347 ( 3) Northern ,72

( 5) Other 987 segregated
blacks

Community Size ( 4) Southern. 140

( 1) Farm 275
segregated

( 2) Countr: , but 290
blacks

not a farm
( 5) Other racial 46

( 3) Town )22
minorities

( 4) Small city 525
Quick Test of Intelligence

( 5) Large city 665

( 9) Other and
Miseng .2ata

37
( 1) 0 - 91 230

( 2) 92 - 102 465
( 3) 103 - 113 940
( 4) 111 - 12L 676

( 9) 125 - 15C 203

Tabteh:

Number of Siblings
i. C"T I 'A I 11 f PI 1 11 1 41 1 il 1 61 I 71 t Al 1 4i (101

m 0 1 A 1 n r 0 03 ii a 1' 11 's 7, V 17 41 0 r n
'1 14 44 61 /, A! 11 41 54 0 r n

...4 ,I Is 14° IS) 67 14 17 46 n n n
e 41 A) 1'S t11 111 SP )1 97 21 0 1' C
o ril !a ti1 141 74 16 14 7 A 0 1 C

i ill

44 SI 17 14 16 4 0
., A ,9 r n 0

Z.

0 0
0 0

C
n 0 1 0 1,I ,,

,

4

11 0. il II 14 41 s 15 ) r

, ,

G

.

in 1.1 0 4 0 n 0 0 D 1 0

Broken Home
1 Al I il o 71 o 11

I 41 4 1, I c 1 71 o 41 I 41 oleo
0 7 7 o n 3 7 0 0

17, 0 n 34 1 1 1 0
tr ,,, 0 A 74 . ) C C

',.4 .. 0 '1
I

) 0 0

'',. 7°3

,l 7 ) n 0
! 1'I 114 ,

n
:;

0
1 1 0 t

7g U.S ? 1 0 a'

0 n o n n 1 A C

0'C A A A I 0 C
14 41 1 3 71 o ; n t

, t 4' o 0 n r

Family Relations
'4, .fi,nr I +1 1 11 1 71 1 31 I 41 I SI 1 Si I 711 I 11 I 11 MI

"1 1 0 A 0 A A 1 n ri 0 e
to r

r. 16 24 17 1, 74 11 ) 1 0
!) 1 In 1,, 741 "A '1 .14 16 10 4 C
11

41
41
1

1f 14 W 111 111 III 64 26
. le VI 1' 111 944 11 46 1"
. 14 16 11 61 41 17 14 If

A 7

7

6

2
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a

o
C
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Appendix E

GUIDE TO FIGURES
The first part of this appendix is an explanation and ratio-

nale for the format used in most of oar figures. The second part
provides tabular data corresponding to each figure presented in
the monograph. The brief explanation of format should be helpful
to all readers; the tabular data will be needed by only a few.

Standard Format for Figures. A single general-purpose
format has been used in almoat all of the figures.* This stan-
dardization has two overriding advantages -- it makes possible a
direct comparison of the relationships in one figure with those
in another, and (hopefully) it simplifies the reader's job of in-
terpreting fairly complex data disploys.

The following features are included in all standard figures:

1. A heavy solid line connecting the mean criterion
scores fcr each category of the predictor var-
iable.

2. A fine horizontal line across the middle of the
figure indicating the mean criterion score for
all individuals (i.e., the grand mean).

3. A shaded bar for each predictor category:

a. The height of the bar indicates the
range of t one staneIrd deviation for
that predictor category. (This range
includes about two-thirds of all in-
dividual criterion scores within the
predictor category.)

b. The width of the bar is proportional
to the percentage of respondents who
are in that predictor category.

The following additional features are included In figures used
in Chapters 5 through 1C:

1. A dashed line connecting the adjusted** criterion
scores controlled for all family background fac-
tors (except the one serving as predictor in the
figure).

5. A dotted line connecting the adjusted** criterion
scores controlled for intelligence plus all family
background factors (except the predictor).

* The only exceptions are Figures 4-9, 4-10, 4-11, 4-12, and
10-2, all of which are self-explanatory.

All adjustments a s mad. using Multiple Classification
Analysis, a multivariate procedure described in Chapter 4.
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246 YOUTH IN TRANSITION

The reader looking at the figures in Chapters 3 and 4 may
wonder why we have included the heavy solid line that connects
mean ' riterion scores, since we could just as well indicate the
subgroup means separately at the midpoint of each shaded bar.
In fact, for predictors that are nominal scales, such as race and
religion, it may appear inappropriate to draw a connecting line
between categories. Our reason for using a "profile" line even
when the predictor is only a nominal scale becomes apparent in
later chapters (see Figure 5-5 for example): profile lines seem
the most convenient way of using a single figure to show several
different versions of a relationsnip (depending upon adjustments
for other background factors and intelligence). In order to in-
crease consistency, we have used profile lines in the early
figures as wall as in the later ones where they are a necessity.

The information provided by the shaded bars is not essential
to an understanding of the basic relationships displayed in the
figures, but we think it can help in interpretation. Displaying
the range from minus one t, plus one standard deviation reminds
us of the considerable overlap between categories, even when
their means are clearly different. Cccasiona:cy this range also
indicates that criterion scores vary -lore widely within certain
predictor categories. Setting the width of the shaded bars pro-
portional to the number of individuals in each predictor category
provides further perspective. It reminds us that some categories
are rather small, and that large effr:ts involving only these
categories cannot account for a great deal of the total criterion
variance -- even when the effects are very importe,t.

A iew other notes on standardization procedures may be help-
ful in interpretir/ ti .e figures. The ordinate (Y axis) in each
figure has been scalad in such a way that the standard deviation
for the dependent variable is always equal to about 3.33 centi-
meters. Applying this procedure consistently means that equally
large effects will appear equally large from one figure (and one
set of variables) to another The abscissa (X axis) in each
figure is also designed for comparability whenever the predictor
variable can be treated as an interval scale. The total span of
the x -axis is kept roughly equal, whether the number of predic-
tor categories shown within that span is eight (for the family
relations variable r- number of siblings) or six (for socioecono-
mic level) or five (for the (Nick Test of inte:ligence). Within
each of these predictor scales, the bars are centered at equal
intervals.

Hop3fully, the several 'gimmicks' used in these figures will
not Jvershadow the findings they are designed to display. Our
intention has been to present our findings in such a way that
much of the rich detail of relationship can be grasped more
easily than would be possible in tabular presentation. For some
purposes, of course, it is useful to know the exact values under-
lyir3 a graphic display. Accordingly, we have devoted the second
part of this appendix to presenting the tabular data underlying
each of our figures.

Tabular Data Corresponding to Figures. Each table on the
following pages has been numbered to mntcfi the appropriate figure
in the text, with an "E' added as a prefix (thus Table E-3-1 cor-
responds to Figure 3-1). The tables are self-explanatory and
correspond exactly to the figures, except for one minor departure:
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In the case of three predictor variables -- socioeconomic
level, family relations, and community size -- tha small missing
data category was not included in figures. The missing data
cases are summarized in the tables. They were also included in
the computation of Eta and Beta statistics. (This inclusion
occurs automatically in our use of Multiple Classification
Analysis; it makes virtually no difference in the resulting stat-
istics.}
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TABLE E-3-1

MEAN SOCIOECONOMIC LEVEL FOR EACH
CATEGORY OF FAMILY SIZE

Grand Mean = 4.99
Grand Standard Deviation = .80

Predictor Unadjusted
Category Weighted N Percent Mean

Standard
Deviatio,

0 siblings 129 5.3 5.21 .73

1 sibling 501 20.6 5,21 .73

2 siblings 552 22.7 5.18 .73

3 siblings 471 19.4 5.03 .77

4 siblings 297 12.2 4.91 .81

5 siblings 185 7.6 4.72 .77

6 siblings 117 4.8 4.48 .73

7 or more 178 7.3 4.30 .75

siblings
Eta = .34

TABLE E -3 -2

MEAN SOCIOECONOMIC LEVEL FOR
CATEGORY OF BROKEN HOME

Grand Mean = 4.99
Grand Standard Deviation = .80

EACH

Predictor
Category Weighted N Percent

Unadjusted
Mean

Standard
Deviation

Home intact 1954 80.4 5.03 .79

Home broken
by death 182 7.5 5.00 .92

Home broken by
divorce, etc. 294 12.1 4.72 .75

Eta = .13
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TABLE E -3 -3

MEAN SOCIOECONOMIC LEVEL FOR EACH
CATEGORY OF RELIGIOUS PREFERENCE

Grand Mean = 4.99
Grand Standard Deviation = .80

Predictor
Category Weighted N Percent

Jewish 65 2.7

Roman Catholic, 480 19.8
Eastern Crthodox

Baptist 551 22.7

Church of 159 6.5
Christ, etc.

Lutheran 201 3.3

Methodist 342 14.1

'resbyterian 176 7.2

Episcopal 53 2.2

Other Protestant 94 3.9

Other and
Missing Data 309 12.7

254

Unadjusted
Mean

Standard
Deviation

5.69 .61

4.97 .71

4.65 .78

4.92 .79

5.05 .68

5.14 .79

5.29 .82

5,73 .71

5.13 .86

4.98 .81

Eta = .31
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TABLE E -3 -4

MEAN NUMBER OF SIBLINGS FOR EACH
CATEGORY OF RELIGIOUS PREFERENCE

Grand Mean = 3.04
Grand Standard Deviation = 2.18

Predictor Unadjusted
Category Weighted N Percent Mean

Standard
Deviation

Jewish 65 2.6 1.51 1.28

Roman Catholic, 492 19.6 3.18 2.20
Eastern Orthodox

Baptiat 564 22.4 3.33 2.46

Church of 162 6.4 3.05 2.02
Christ, etc.

Lutheran 203 8.1 ,.65 1.93

Methodist 344 13.7 2.96 1.91

Presbyterian 177 7.0 2.72 2.04

Episcopal 53 2.1 2.55 1.92

Other Protestant 94 3.7 2.87 1.71

Other and 360 14.3 3.23 2.30
Missing Data

Eta = .16

TABLE E-3-5

MEAN SOCIOECONOMIC LEVEL FuR EACH
CATEGORY OF FAMILY POLITICAL PREFERENCE

Grand Standard

Predictor
Category Weighted N

Grand Mean
Deviation

Percent

- 4.99
= .60

V- lijusted
mean

Standard
Deviation

Strongly
Republican 181 7.4 5.72 .87

Mildly
Republican 390 16.0 7.23 .81

Mildly
Democrat 591 24.3 4.94 .76

Strongly
Democrat 312 11.1 1.86 .75

Other 926 39.1 4.93 .80
Eta = .17
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TABLE E -3 -6

MEAN SOCIOECONOMIC LEVEL FOR EACH
CATEGORY OF COMMUNITY SIZE
WHERE RESPONDENT WAS RAISED

Grand Mean = 4.99
Grand Standard Deviation = .80

Predictor Unadjusted
Category Weighted N Percent Mean

Standard
Deviation

Farm 267 11.0 4.54 .72

Country, but
not a farm

285 11.7 4.65 .75

Town 710 29.2 5.14 .83

Small city 500 20.6 5.15 76

Large city 633 26.0 5.05 .73

Other and 35 1.4 4.80 .94
Missing Data

Eta = .28

TABLE t-3-7

MEAN SOCIOECONOMIC LEVEL FOR EACH
CATEGORY OF RACE

Grand

Predictor

'L4119211_

Grand Mean
Standard Deviation

Weighted N Percent

4.99
= .80

Unadjusted
Mean

Standard
Deviation

All whites 2129 87.6 5.07 .77

Integrated
blacks

76 3.1 4.82 .86

Northern
segrecated

53 2.1 4.78 .60

Wacks

Southern
segregated
blacks

131 5.3 4.09 .63

Other racial
mi-orities

41 1.6 4.43 .75

Eta = .30
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TABLE E-3-8

MEAN NUMBER OF SIBLINGS FOR EACH
CATEGORY OF RACE

Grand Mean
Grand Standard Deviation

Predictor
Category Weighted N Percent

= 3.04
= 2.18

Unadjusted
mean

Standard
Deviation

All whites 2177 86.5 2.79 1.95

Integrated
blacks

79 3.1 3.84 2.58

Northern
segregated
blacks

72 2.8 4.65 2.92

Southern
segregated
blacks

140 5.5 5.05 2.81

Other racial
minorities

46 1.8 4.74 2.80

Eta = .30

TABLE E-4-1

MEAN QUICK TEST SCORES FOR EACH
CATEGORY OF SOCIOECONOMIC LEVEL

Grand Mean
Grand Standard Deviation

Predictor
Category Weighted N Percent

= 108.5
. 12.5

Unadjusted
Mean

Standard
Deviation

1 (low) 166 6.6 96.87 14.17

2 384 15.3 101.86 13.62

3 687 27.3 108.28 10.45

4 648 25.8 110.80 10.03

5 365 14.5 113.99 10.09

6 (high) 1130 7.2 118.28 9.25

Missing Data 84 3.3 100.44 14.67

Eta . .44
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TABLE E-4-2

MEAN QUICK TEST SCORES FOR EACH
CATEGORY OF FAMILY SIZE

Grand Mean = 108.S
Grand Standard Deviation = 12.5

Predictor Unadjusted
Category Weighted N Percent Mean

Standard
Deviation

0 siblings 139 5.5 111.71 9.56

1 sibling 507 20.2 112.83 10.36

2 siblings 562 22.4 110.74 10.55

3 siblings 482 19.2 108.19 t2.82

4 siblings 311 12.4 107.22 12.30

5 siblings 194 7.7 105.76 11.45

6 siblings 126 5.0 102.18 13.83

7 or more 193 7.7 97.76 15.03
siblings

Eta = .33

TABLE E-4-3

MEAN QUICK TEST SCORES FOR EACH
CATEGORY OF BROKEN HOME

Grand Mean = 108.5
Grand Standard Deviation 12.5

Predictor
Category

Home intact

Home broken
by death

Home broken by
divorce, etc.

Weighted N Percent
Unadjusted

Mean
Standard
Deviation

1997 79.4 109.27 11.90

200 8.0 107.56 13.12

317 12.6 104.06 14.23

Eta .14
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TALE E-4-4

MEAN QUICK TEST SCORES FOR EACH
CATEGORY OF FAMILY RELATIONS

Grand Mean
Grand Standard Deviation

Predictor
Category Weighted N Percent

= 108.5
= 12.5

Unadjusted
Mean

Standard
Deviation

1 (poor) 106 4.2 108.78 13.03

2 199 7.9 106.30 14.61

3 344 13.7 105.69 12.65

4 482 19.2 107.88 12.21

5 555 22.1 108.83 13.25

6 427 17.0 110.93 11.31

7 259 10.3 110.92 10.87

8 (good) 90 3.6 109.60 9.03

9 Missing Data 52 2.1 102.32 9.67

Eta = .16
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M3LE E-4-5

MEAN QUICK TEST SCORES FOR EACH
CATEGORY OF RELIGIOUS PREFERENCE

Grand Mean =
Grand Standard Deviation =

Predictor
Category Weighted N Percent

108.5
12.5

Unadjusted
Mean

Standard
Deviation

Jewish 65 2.6 117.66 8.98

Roman Catholic, 492 19.6 109.04 11.39
Eastern Orthodox

Baptist 564 22.4 104.18 13.54

Church of 162 6.4 106.01 12.61
Christ, etc,

Lutheran 203 8.1 110.15 11.43

Methodist :44 13.7 108.76 12.37

Presbyterian 177 7.0 113.52 10.82

Epis:opal 53 2.1 115.04 11.04

Other Protestant 94 3.7 112.96 10.20

Other and 360 14.3 108.09 11.98
Missing Data

Eta .26

Table E-4-6

MEAN QUICK TEST SCORES FOR EACH
CATEGCRY OF FAMILY POLITICAL PREFERENCE

Grand Mean . 108.5
Grand Standard Deviation 12.5

Predictor
Category Weighted N Percent

Unadjusted
Mean

Standard
Deviation

Strongly 181 7.2 109.70 11.97
Republican

Mildly 399 15.9 111.27 12.63
Republican

Mildly 600 23.9 19.37 11.99
Democrat

Strongly 347 13.8 106.85 11.73
Democrat

Other 937 39.3 107.16 12.80

260
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TABLE E -4 -7

MEAN QUICK TEST SCORES FOR EACH
CATEGORY OF COMMUNITY SIZE
WHERE RESPONDENT WAS RAISED

Grand Mean = 108.5
Grand Standard Deviation = 12.5

Predictor Unadjusted Standard
Category Weighted N Percent Mean Deviation

Farm 275 10.9 103.24 13.75

Country, but
not a farm

290 11.5 106.79 14.31

Town 722 28.7 110.13 11.98

Small city 525 20.9 109.57 11.55

Large city 665 26.5 100.71 11.66

Other ane. 37 1.5 109.08 12.16
Missing Data

Eta = .17

TABLE E-4-8

MEAN QUICK TEST SCORES FOR EACH
CATEGORY OF RACE

Grand Mean = 108.5
Grand Standard Deviation == 12.5

Predictor Unadjusted
Category Weighted N Percent Mean

Standard
Deviation

All whites 2177 86.6 110.42 10.78

Integrated
blacks

79 3.1 104.89 11.09

Northern
segregated
blacks

72 2.9 101.61 11.00

Southern
selregated
blacks

140 S.6 87.05 13.56

Other racial
minorities

46 1.8 99.04 15.18

Eta = .46

2-61
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TABLE E-4-9

MEAN SCORES ON QUICK TEST, AND QUICK TEST NET OF SOCIOECONOMIC
LEVEL, FOR EACH CATEGORY OF FAMILY SIZE

Family Size Mean Score on Quick Test Net of
(Number of Siblings} Quick Test Socioeconomic Level

0 siblings 111.7 110.9

1 sibling 112.8 111.2

2 siblings 110.7 1e9.4

3 siblings 108.2 107.8

4 siblings 107.2 1C8.0

S siblings 105.8 107.4

6 siblings 102.2 106.0

7 or more 97.8 102.5
.1blings

TABLE E-4-10

MEAN QUICK TEST SCORES (EXPRESSED AS DZVIATiONS FROM
MEAN QUICK TEST SCORE FOR ALL WHITES

Difference From Difference From
Racial Whites When There Whites When SEL
Subgroup Are No Controls Is Controlled

Blacks in
Integrated Schools

Blacks in Northern
Segregated Schools

Blacks in Southern
Segregated Schools

Other Racial
Minorities

-5.5 -3.3

-8.8 -5.5

-23.0 -16.6

-11.0 -6.7

aMean Quick Test score for all whites m 110.4

2162.
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TABLE E-4-11

PERCENTAGE OF CASES PER QUICK TEST SCOPE CATEGORY:
WHITES, INTEGRATED BLACKS, AND SOUTHERN SEGREGATED BLACKS

Quick Test Score

Percent
Percent Southern

Percent Integrated Segregated
Whites Blacks Blacks

69 or less .1% 1.3% 9.3%

70 - 80 .5% 1.3% 22.1%

81 - 91 3.8% 10.1% 37.1%

92 - 102 18.2% 19.0% 15.0%

103 - 113 38.7% 49.4% 13.6%

114 - 124 29.5% 17.7% 2.9%

125 or more 9.2% 1.3% 0.0%

263
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TABLE E -5 -1

MEAN SELF-CONCEPT OF SCHOOL ABILITY (ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED)
FOR EACH CATEGORY OF QUICK TEST SCORES

Grand Mean = 4.13
Grand Standard Deviation = .73

Predictor
Category

Weighted
N

Unadj.
4 Mean S.D.

Deviations from
Grand Meana

1 2

0-91 229 9.1 3.75 .74 -.39 -.38

92-102 463 18.5 3.77 .60 -.36 -.30

103-113 938 37.4 4.03 .63 -.11 -.10

114-124 674 26.9 4.44 .65 +.31 +.27

125-150 203 8.1 4.87 .69 +.73 +.64

Eta=.46 Beta=.40

TABLE L -5 -2

MEAN SELF-CONCEPT OF SCHOOL ABILITY (ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED)
FOR EACH CATEGORY OF SOCIOECONOMIC LEVEL

Grand Mean = 4.13
Grand Standard Deviation = .73

Deviations from
Predictor
Category

Weighted
N t

Unadj.
Mean S.D.

Grand Meana
1 2 3

1 (low) 166 6.1 3.76 .75 -.37 -.28 -.16

2 382 15.2 3.92 .67 -.21 -.15 -.07

3 685 27.3 4.01 .67 -.13 -.11 -.09

4 647 25.8 4.21 .67 +.08 +.05 +.04

5 364 14.5 4.39 .75 +.25 +.20 +.11

6 (high) 180 7.2 4.70 .65 +.57 +.49 +.31

Missing Data 83 3.3 3.91 na -.23 -.12 -.04

Eta= Beta= Beta=
.33 .26 .16

al: Unadjusted deviations from grand rean
2: Deviations adjusted for family background factors (using MCA)
3: Deviations adjusted for family background factors plus QT

24
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TABLE E-5-3

MEAN SELF-CONCEPT OF SCHOOL ABILITY (ADJUSTED AAD UNADJUSTED)
FOR EACH CATEGORY OF FAMILY SIZE

Predictor
Category

Grand Standard

Weighted
N

Grand Mean = 4.13
Deviation = .73

Unadj.
% Mean S.D.

Deviations from
Grand Meana

1 2 3

0 siblings 138 5.5 4.35 .70 +.22 +.20 +.15

1 sibling 506 20.2 4.29 .70 +.15 +.08 +.03

2 siblings 560 22.3 4.20 .70 +.07 +.03 +.02

3 siblings 481 19.2 4.16 .75 +.03 ,.04 +.05

4 siblings 311 12.4 4.04 .72 -.10 -.07 -.05

5 siblings 194 7.7 3.96 .62 -.18 -.11 -.09

6 siblings 124 4.9 3.93 71 -.21 -.11 -.07

7 or mote 193 7.7 3.78 .74 -.35 -.21 -.17

siblings Eta= Beta= Beta=

TABLE E -5 -4
.21 .13 .10

MEAN SELF-CONCEPT OF SCHOOL ABILITY (ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED)
FOR EACH CATEGORY OF FAMILY RELATIONS

Grand standard

Predictor Weighted
Category N

Grand
Deviation

S

Mean =
=

Unadj.
Mean

4.13
.73

S.D.

Deviations from
Grand Meana

1 2 3

1 (poor) 106 4.2 3.97 .92 -.17 -.12 -.14

2 198 7.9 3.95 .75 -.18 -.10 -.11

3 342 13.6 4.00 .76 -.13 -.08 -.03

4 480 19.1 4.04 .73 -.10 -.10 -.09

5 553 22.1 4.20 .72 +.06 +.04 +.04

6 427 17.0 4.25 .65 +.11 +.06 +.04

7 259 10.3 4.37 .63 +.23 +.20 +.17

8 (good) 90 "...6 e 29 .69 +.15 +.10 +.12

9 Missing 52 2.1 3.87 na -.26 -.06 -.03

Data Eta= Beta= Beta=
.19 .14 .12

al: Unadjusted deviations from grand mean
2: Deviations adjusted for family background factors (using MCA)

3: Deviations adjusted for family background factors plus QT
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TABLE E-5-5

MEAN SELF-CONCEPT OP SCHOCL ABILITY (ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED)
FOR EACH CATEGORY OF RACE

Grand Mean = 4.13
Grand Standard Deviation = .73

Deviations from
Predictor Weighted Unadj. Grand Meana
Category N % Mean S.D. 1 2 3

All whites 2171 86.6 4.15 .73 +.01 -.02 -.04

Integrated
blacks

79 3.2 4.14 .67 +.01 +.11 +.16

Northern
segregated
blacks

72 2.9 4.08 .67 -.05 +.13 +.22

Southern
segrogated
blacks

140 5.6 3.97 .66 -.17 +.14 +.32

Other racial
minorities

45 1.9 4.11 .77 -.02 i..19 +.28

Eta= Beta= Beta=
.06 .07 .14

TABLE E-6-1A

MEAN FOSIUVE SCHOOL ATTITUDES (ADJUSTED
FOR EACH CATEGORY OF RACE

Grand Mean = 3.25
Grand Standard Deviation = .53

AND UNADJUSTED)

Deviations from
Predictor WEghted Unadj. Grand Meana
Category N % Mean S.D. 1-r---3-
All whites 2162 86.8 3.23 .53 -.01 -.02 -.02

Integrated
blacks

77 3.1 3.35 .49 +.10 +.10 +.10

Northern
segregated
blacks

67 2.7 3.27 .55 +.03 +.09 +.10

Southern
segregated
blacks

140 5.6 3.38 .54 +.13 +.22 +.22

Other racial
minorities

45 1.8 3.22 .53 -.03 +.005 +.01

Eta= Beta= Beta=
.07 .11 .12

al: Unadjusted deviations from grand mean
2: Deviations adjusted for family background factors (using MCA)
3t Deviations adjusted for family background factors plus QT

266 !:



262 YOUTH IN TRANSITION

TABLE E -6 -1B

MEAN NEGATIVE SCHOOL ATTITUDES (ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED)
FOR EACH CATEGORY OF RACE

Grand Mean =
Grand Standard Deviation =

1.91
.61

Deviations from
Predictor Weighted Unadj. Grand Meana

Category N % Mean S.D. 1 2 3

All whites 2153 87.0 1.90 .59 -.01 +.005 +.02

Integrated
blacks

76 3.1 1.76 .59 -.15 -.19 -.20

Northern
segregated
blacks

67 2.7 2.12 .70 +.22 +.11 +.06

Southern
segregated
blacks

135 5.5 2.05 .72 +.14 -.04 -.19

Other racial
minorities

44 1.8 2.10 .70 +.19 +.0F +.03

Eta= Beta= Beta=
.10 .07 .10

TABLE E-6-2

MEAN NEED FOR SOCIAL APPROVAL (ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED)
FOR EACH CATEGORY OF FAMILY RELATIONS

Grand Standard

Predictor Weighted
Category N

Grand
Deviation

%

Mean = 1.48
= .17

Unadj.
Mean S.D.

Deviations from
Grand Meana

1 2 1

1 (poor) 105 4.2 1.42 .17 -.06 -.07 -.07

2 197 7.9 1.43 .14 -.05 -.05 -.05

3 337 13.5 1.45 .17 -.04 -.04 -.04

4 472 19.0 1.45 .16 -.03 -.03 -.03

5 549 22.1 1.49 .15 +.004 +.005 +.005

6 424 17.1 1.48 .16 +.002 +.008 +.01

7 257 10.4 1.56 .17 +.08 +.08 +.08

B (good) 90 3.6 1.64 .17 +.16 +.16 +.16

9 Missing 48 1.9 1.55 na +.07 +.04 +.03

Data Eta= Beta= Beta=
.29 .30 .31

al: Unadjusted deviations from grand mean
2: Deviations adjusted for family background factors (using MCA)

3: Deviations adjusted for family background factors plus Cr
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TABLE E -7 -1

MEAN SELF-ESTEEM (ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED)
FOR EACH CATEGORY OF FAMILY RELATIONS

Grand Standard

Predictor Weighted
Category N

Grand
Deviation

9

Mean = 3.75
= .52

Unaij.
Mean S.D.

Deviations from
Grand Meana

1 2 3

1 (poor) 106 4.2 3.38 .68 -.37 -.36 -.36

2 199 8.0 3.53 .49 -.22 -.20 -.20

3 341 13.6 3.59 .46 -.16 -.15 -.14

4 478 19.1 3.62 .51 -.13 -.13 -.13

5 552 22.1 2.81 .45 +.06 +.05 +.05

6 426 17.0 3.86 .48 +Al +.11 +.10

7 259 10.4 4.04 .46 +.29 +.29 +.29

8 (good) 90 3.6 4.21 .41 +.46 +.47 +.47

9 Missing 49 2.0 3.76 na +.01 +.03 +.U3
Data

Eta= Beta= Eeta=
.36 .36 .35

all Unadjusted deviations from grand mean
2: Deviations adjusted for family background factors (using MCA)
3: Deviations adjusted for family background factors plus QT
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TABLE E-1-2

MEAN SELF-ESTEEM (ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED)
FOR EACH CATEGORY OF RELIGIOUS PREFERENCE

Grand Standard

Predictor Weighted
Category N

Grand
Deviation

1

Mean =
=

Unadj.
Mean

3.75
.52

S.D.

Deviations from
Grand Meana
1 2 3

Jewish 65 2.6 3.99 .59 +.24 +.14 +.12

Catholic, 489 19.6 3.79 .51 +.04 +.06 +.06
Orthodox

Baptist 559 22.4 3.74 .51 -.006 -.02 -.02

Church of 162 6.9 3.73 .51 -.02 -.01 +.002
Christ, etc.

Lutheran 201 8.0 3.66 .51 -.08 -.07 -.07

Methodist 343 13.7 3.76 .57 +.01 -.02 -.02

Presbyterian 177 7.1 3.75 .49 +.002 -.01 -.02

Episcopal 53 2.1 3.83 .45 +.08 +.001 -.002

Other 94 3.8 3.83 .52 +.08 +.07 +.05
Protestant

Other and 357 14.3 3.67 .50 -.08 -.03 -.03
Missing Data

Eta- Beta= Beta=
.12 .09 .08

al: Unadjusted deviations from grand mean
2: Deviations adjusted fGr family background factors (using MCA)
3: Deviations adjusted for family background f..tors plus QT

269



APPENDIX E 265

TABLE E-7-3

MEAN SELF-ESTEEM (ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED)
FOR EACH CATEGORY OF RACE

Grand Mean = 3.75
Grand Standard Deviation = .52

Deviations from
Predictor Weighted Unadj. Grand Meana
Category N 9 Mean S.D. 1 2 3

All whites 2169 86.8 3.74 .52 -.01 -.02 -.02

Integrated 79 3.2 3.86 .49 +.11 +.12 +.13
blacks

Northern 70 2.8 3.90 .44 +.15 +.19 +.22
segregated
blacks

Southern 137 5.5 3.77 .51 +.02 +.13 +.22
segregated
blacks

Other racial 45 1.8 3.64 .58 -.10 -.09 -.07
minorities

Eta= Beta= Beta=
.07 .10 .14

TABLE E -7 -4

MEAN IMPULSE TO AGGRESSION (ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED)
FOR EACH CATEGORY OF RACE

Grand Mean = 2.54
Grand Standard Deviation = .82

reviatione ftom
Predictor Weighted Unadi. Grand Mean°
Category N 11 Mean S.D. 1 2 3

All whites 2115 86.9 2.58 .81 +.04 +.05 +.05

Integrated
blacks

77 3.2 2.21 .79 -.33 -.32 -.31

Northern
segregated
blacks

67 2.3 2.14 .73 -.40 -.41 -.42

Southern
segregated
blacks

130 5.3 2.33 .94 -.20 -.27 -.31

Other racial
minorities

44 1.8 2.27 .84 -.27 -.22 -.22

Eta= Beta= Beta.
.14 .15 .15

all Unadjusted deviations from grand mean
2: Deviations adjusted for family background factors (using MCA)
3: Deviations adjusted for family background factors plus QT
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TABLE E -8 -1

MEAN AMBITIOUS JOB ATTITUDES (ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED)
FOR EACH CATEGORY OF FAMILY RELATIONS

Grand Mean = 5.06
Grand Standard Deviation .70

Predictor Weighted Unadj.
Category N t Mean S.D.

Deviations from
Grand Meana

1 2 3

1 (poor) 105 ! 4.2 4.89 .74 -.17 -.18 -.18

2 194 7.8 4.66 .73 -.4J -.37 -.37

3 337 13.6 4.82 .67 -.25 -.22 -.20

4 476 19.2 4.94 .67 -.12 -.12 -.12

5 552 22.1 5.15 .64 +.09 +.08 +.08

6 426 17.2 5.29 .62 +.22 +.20 +.19

7 259 10.5 5.39 .63 +.32 +.31 +.29

8 (good) 89 3.6 5.39 .68 +.32 +.31 +.30

9 Missing 35 1.4 4.52 na -.54 -.38 --.38

Data
Eta. Beta. Beta=
.33 .31 .30

al: Unadjusted deviations from grand mean
22 Deviations adjusted for family background factors (using MCA)
32 Deviations adjusted for family background factors plus QT
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TABLE E -8 -2

MEAN AMBITIOUS JOB ATTITUDES (ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED)
FOR EACH CATEGORY OF RELIGIOUS PREFERENCE

Grand Standard

Predictor Weighted
Category N

Grand
Deviation

%

Mean =
=

Unadj.
Mean

5.06
.70

S.D.

Deviations from
Grand Meana

1 2 3

Jewish 65 2.6 5.32 .55 +.26 +.12 +.10

Catholic, 488 19.7 5.08 .68 +.02 +.001 +.001
Orthodox

Baptist 561 22.7 4.91 .71 -.15 -.C8 -.07

Church of 161 6.5 4.99 .65 -.07 -.05 -.03
Christ, etc.

Lutheran 202 8.2 5.10 .75 +.04 +.04 +.04

Methodist 342 13.8 5.20 .67 +.14 +.07 +.07

Presbyterian 174 7.0 5.10 .69 +.04 -.01 -.03

Episcopal 50 7..0 5.33 .69 +.27 +.12 +.1)

Other 93 3.8 5.27 .73 +.20 +.16 +.13
Protestant

Other and 337 13.6 5.00 .69 -.07 -.02 -.02
Mibsir.g Data

Eta= Beta= Beta=
.17 .09 .08

al: Unadjusted deviations from grand mean
2: Deviations adjusted for family background factors (using MCA)
3: Deviations adjusted for family background factors plus OT
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TABLE E-8-3

MEAN POLITICAL KNOWLEDGE (ADJUSTED AND UNADJ7STE0)
FOR EACH

Grand Standard

Predictor Weighted
Category N

CATEGORY

Grand
Deviation

%

OF RELIGIOUS

Mean =
=

Unadj.
Mean

PREFERENCE

2.63
1.46

Deviations from
Grand Meana

S.D. 1 2 3

Jewish 65 2.7 4.05 1.27 +1.42 +.95 +.86

Catholic, 476 15.4 2.73 1.41 +.10 +.09 +.09

Orthodox

Baptist 551 22.5 2.54 1.45 -.09 +.01 +.05

Chruch of 160 6.5 2.49 1.41 -.14 -.10 -.02

Christ, etc.

Lutheran 195 8.0 2.75 1.51 +.12 +.10 +.07

Methodist 341 13.9 2.67 1.4t +.04 -.04 -.01

Presbyterial,

episcopal

173

53

7.1

2.2

2.f6

3.13

1.29 +.13

1.36 +.50

+.05

4.13

-.02

+.09

Other 93 3.8 2.71 1.47 +.08 +.08 -.04

Protestant

Other and 343 14.0 2.11 1.43 -.53 -.36 -.37

Missing Data
Eta= Beta= Beta=
.22 .15 .14

al: Unadjusted deviations from grand mean
2: Deviations adjusted for family background factors (using MCA)
3: Deviations adjusted for family background factors plus QT
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TABLE E-10-1

MEAN OCCUPATIONAL ASPIRATIONS (ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED)
FOR EACH CATEGORY OF QUICK TEST SCORES

Predictor
Category

Grand Standard

Weightei
N

Grand
Deviation

%

Mean =
=

Unadj.
Mean

60.34
26.52

S.D.

Deviations from
Grand Meana
1 2

0 -31 179 9.4 39.48 25.85 -20.9 -16.1

92-102 336 17.7 50.72 28.29 -9.6 -6.4

103-113 706 37.1 60.15 25.58 -.2 -.1

114-124 518 27.2 70.02 21.34 +9.7 +7.0

125-150 163 8.6 73.19 20.63 +12.9 +9.0

Etc-.37 Beta=.27

TABLE E-10-3

MEAN OCCUPATIONAL ASPIRATIONS (ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED)
FOR EACH CATEGORY OF SOCIOECONOMIC LEVEL

Grand

Predictor
Category_

Standard

Weighted
N

Grand
Deviation

I

Mean =
=

Unadj.
Mean

60.48
26.50

S.D.

Deviations from
Grand Meana

1 2 3-

1 (low) 117 6.2 39.93 26.29 -20.4 -13.8 -10.9

2 295 15.5 48.40 27.06 -11.9 -8.4 -6.5

3 517 27.2 57.63 26.59 -2.7 -2.3 -2.2

4 496 26.1 64.37 24.a5 +4.0 +2.7 +2.3

5 274 14.4 72.04 20.98 +11.7 +9.0 +6,5

6 (high) 145 7.6 76.66 16.94 +16.3 +12.6 +9.3

Missing Data 58 3.0 56.10 na -4.2 -1.2 +.8

Et Beta Beta=
.37 .26 .20

al: Unadjusted deviations from grand mean
2: Deviations adjusted for family background factors (using MCA)
3: Deviations adjusted for family background factors plus QT
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TABLE E-10-4

MEAN OCCUPATIONAL ASPIRATIONS (ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED)
FOR EACH CATEGORY OF FAMILY SIZE

Predictor
Category

Grand Standard

Weighted

Grand
Deviation

Mean = 60.34
= 26.52

Unadj
Mean S.D.

Deviations from
Grand Meana
1 T 3

0 siblings 104 5.5 67.32 22.52 +7.0 +4.6 +2.6

1 sibling 397 20.9 68.31 23.17 +8.0 +4.5 +3.1

2 siblings 424 22.3 64.54 25.18 +6.2 +1.5 +1.2

3 siblings 361 19.0 59.57 26.42 -.8 -.2 +.4

4 siblings 246 12.9 54.89 27.59 -5.5 -3.6 -3.1

5 siblings 130 6.8 54.52 27.85 -5.8 -3.1 -2.4

6 siblings 92 4.8 47.25 29.03 -13.1 -7.6 -5.7

7 or more 148 7.8 46.28 25.41 -14.1 -5.8 -3.9
siblings Eta. Beta= Beta=

TABLE E-10-5 .27 .14 .10

MEAN OCCUPATIONAL ASPIRATIONS (ADJUSTED
FOR EACH CATEGORY OF FAMILY RELATIONS

Grand Mean = 60.34
Grand Standard Deviation . 26.52

Predictor Weighted Unadj.
Category Mean S.D.

AND UNADJUSTED)

Deviations from
Grand Meana

-1- -2-3
1 (poor) 79 4.2 58.42 27.79 -1.9 -.2 -.6

2 142 7.5 49.91 27.23 -10.4 -7.2 -7.3

3 247 13.0 55.84 26.88 -4.5 -? 1 -1.8

4 38B 2D.4 59.84 25.90

5 407 21.4 62.0" 27.07 +1.7 +1.1 +1.1

6 324 17.0 64.71 25.44 +4.4 +2.6 +1.8

7 209 11.0 62.91 25.20 +2.6 42.7 +2.1

8 (good) 71 3.7 66.79 23.70 +6.4 +4.9 44.5

9 Missirg 35 1.8 55.51 na -4.8 -:..3 -.7
Data Eta= Beta= Bea

.16 .11 .10

al: Unadjusted deviations from grand mean
2: Deviations adjusted for famE'y background factors (using MCA)
3. Deviations adjusted for family background factors plus QT
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TABLE E-10-6

MEAN OCCUPATIONAL ASPIRATIONS (ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED)
FOR EACH CATEGORY OF RELIGIOUS PREFERENCE

Grand

Predictor Weighted
Category

Grand
Standard Deviation

N 8

Mean =
=

Unadj.
Mean

60.34
26.52

S.D.

Deviations
Grand Means

from

1 ----17----I-

Jewish 55 2.9 78.89 17.97 +18.6 +5.7 +1.6

Catholic, 377 19.8 63.50 23.57 +3.2 42.8 +2.6
Orthodox

Baptist 422 22.2 55.55 28.96 -4.8 -1.4 -.8

Church of 124 6.5 57.00 26.45 -3.3 -1.7 -.5
Christ, etc.

Lutheran 150 7.9 59.55 26.48 -.8 -.0 -.7

Methodist 256 13.5 61.10 25.29 +.8 -.1 +.3

Presbyterian 126 6.6 64.13 26.93 +3.8 41.0 +.2

Episcopal 41 2.2 71.73 20.38 +11.4 +2.8 +1.4

Other 76 1.0 61.03 26.74 +.7 +.4 -1.2
Protestant

Other and 275 14.5 57.27 26.96 -3.1 -3.1 -3.0
Missing Data

EtA. Beta= Beta.
.18 .08 .07

alt Unadjusted deviations from grand mean
2: Deviations adjusted for family background factors fusing MCA)
31 Deviations adjusted for family background factors plus QT
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TABLE E-10-7

MEAN OCCUPATIONAL ASPIRATIONS (ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED)
FOR EACH CATEGORY OF COMMUNITY SIZE

WLERE RESPONDENT WAS RAISED

Grand

Predictor
Category

Standard

Weighted

Grand
Deviation

Mean =
=

Unadj.
Mean

60.34
26.52

S.D.

Deviations from
Grand Meana

1 2 3

Farm 221 11.6 42.48 28.23 -17.9 -12.0 -11.4

Country, but
not a farm

214 11.3 52.08 28.77 -8.3 -3.4 -3.3

Town 526 27.7 64.61 24.35 +4.3 +2.3 +2.0

Small cit, 382 20.1 61.45 24.89 +1.1 -.8 -.7

Large city 533 28.0 66.03 24.13 +5.7 +4.7 +4.6

Other and 26 1.4 61.19 na +.9 -.0 -.9
Missing Data

Eta= Beta= Beta=
.29 .19 .18

TABLE E-10-8

MEAN OCCUPATIONAL ASPIRATIONS (ADJUSTED
FOR EACH CATEGORY OF RACE

Grand Mean = 60.34
Grand Standard Deviation = 26.52

ADD UNADJUSTED)

Deviations from
Predictor Weighted Unadj. Grand Meana
Cateogry N % Mean S.D. 1 2 3

All whites 1622 85.3 61.37 26.24 +1.0 -.4 -1.2

Integrated
blacks

59 3.1 60.64 26.86 +.3 +4.1 +4.9

Northern
segregated
blacks

60 3.2 61.33 25.76 +1.0 +3.9 +5.6

Southern
segregated
blacks

123 6.5 47.14 27.29 -13.2 +1.5 +9.9

Other racial
minorities

38 2.0 57.29 26.44 -3.0 +.9 +3.7

Eta= Beta= Beta=
.11 .04 .12

al: Unadjusted deviations from grand mean
2: Deviations adjusted for family background factors (using W7A)
3: Deviations adjusted for family background factors plus QT
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The no ation"t" indicates a table or figure in which the index entry appears.

Ablity (see Intelligence, Scholastic
act ievement, Self-concept of
set ool ability)

Acaktric performance (see Scholas-
tic achievement)

Achievement, motive fox, 105-106
Additivity, as e requirement in Mul-

tiple Classification Analysis,
68.69

Ad^lson, 3., 173, 274
Affective states (see Negative affec-

tive states)
Affiliatico, Motive for, 105-106
Aggression, 164
AID (Automatic Interaction Detector),

69
Ambitious job attitudes, 139-147

correlated with other e-iteria, 292 -
293t

measure of, 139-142, 141t
related to broken home, 143t
related to community size, 431
related to iatnily political prefer-

ence, 143t
related to family relations, 142,

143t, 144t, 2111
related to number of siblings, 143t
related to Quick Test of intelli-

gence, 142-146, 1431, 2091
related to race, 1431, 146-147
related to religious preference,

143E, 145t, 146
related to socioecon^ level,

1431, 146, 209t
stability of measure, 206t

Ammons, C. H., 46, 273 (see also
Quick Teat)

Ammons, R. B., 46, 273 (see also
Quick Test)

Analysis of variance, 29
Andrews, F. M., preface, 29, 62, 64,

273
Anomie, 131 (see ciso Negative s

states)
Arscott, A. W., 273

Assault, 164
Atkinson, J. W., 105, 114, 273
Attitudes (see also Social Values,

Values and attitudes)
about Jobs (see Ambitious Job atti-

tudes)
of trust, 150-15% (see also Trust

in government, Trust in people)
toward school (see Negative school

attitudes, Positive school atti-
tudes)

Automatic Interaction Detector, 69
Axelrod, S., 275

Bachm.n, J. G., preface, 25, 174,
218, 273-276

Background (see Family backgrolnd
dimensions)

Benet, B., 15
Baptist, 22 (see also Religious pref-

erence)
Barfield, R., 62, 273
Beattie, M., 275
Beck, P., preface
Behaviors (see Delinquent behaviors,

Rebellious behavior in school)
Behnke, L., preface
Beta, as an output featuec of Multiple

Classification Analysis, 70
Bingham, J., preface
Birth-order, 15-16
Black respondents (see Racial dif-

ferences, Racial subgroups)
Blau, M., 62, 27:3
Bloom, R., 274, 276
Books in the home, number of, 13,

219-230, 220t, 2221, 221t, 2261,
227t

Bowers, D., preface
Bozoki, L., preface
Brooks, G. IL, 273
Broken home, 16-17, 31, 321, 231-239

related to Quick Test, 52, 53t
related to Quick Test controlling

SEL, 62

'"?,; (279

283
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related to Quick Test in Multiple
Classification Analysis, 71-75,
72t

summary of relationships with,
193-194

(see also specific criterion dimen-
sions of interest)

Bumpass, J., preface

Calnpbell, D. T., 277
Camp E. Q., 274
Catbolie, 22 {see also Religious pref-

ererce)
Cheating on tests, 166
Churches of Christ, 22 (see also Re-

1;gious preference)
Church preference fee Religious

preference)
Circularity problem in using "vali-

dating criteria" to develop SEL
measure, 230

Closeness
to father, 17
to mother, 17

Cobb, S., 123, 273
Coding Section of Survey Research

Cent"r, preface
Coleman, J. S., 9, 147, 197, ;74
Coleman Report, 9, 274
College plans, 174-189

corre:ated with other criteria,
242 -2431

measure of, 174
related to broken home, 1771, 180-

182
related to community size, 177t,

182
related to family political prefer-

ence, 177t
related to family relations, 177t,

182, 211t
related to number of siblings, 177t,

180
related to occupational aspirations,

174-175
related to Quick Teat of intelligence,

174-180, 177t, 179t, 209t
related to race, 177t, 186
relaled to religious preference,

177t, 182
related to socioeconomic level,

177t, 180, 209t
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stability of measure, 206t
Community size, 24-25, 36, 38t

related to Quick Test, 56, 58t
related to Quick Test controlling

SEL, 62
relate. to Quick Test in Multiple

Classification Analysis, 71-75,
72t

summary of relationships with, 197
(see also specific criterion dimen-

sions of interest)
Computer Services Facility of the Insti-

tute for Social Research, preface
Conclusions, 212-213
Confidence intervals, 217-218
Connell', W. F., 273
Control (see Internal control)
Cont:ol ideology factor, 150
Cooley, W. W., 14, 274
Coppersmith, S., preface, 122-123,

126, 128, 135, 195, 274
Cope, R., preface
Crowne, D. P., 115, 133, 169, 195, 274
Culture-fair measures of intellectual

ability, 47-48

Dailey, J. T., 274
Data collection procedures, preface, 5
Davidson, T. N., preface, 14, 15, 273,

274, 276
Davis, F. B., 274
Death of parent(s) (see Broken home)
Delinquent behaviors, 161-166

correlated with other criteria,
242-243t

measure of, 162-165
related to family relations, 165-166,

2111
related to Quick Test of intelli-

gence, 165, 209t
related to race, 165
related to rebellious behavior in

school, 166
related to socioeconomic level,

165, 209t
stability of measure, 206t
used as a "validating criterion"

for SEL measure, 221-230, 223t,
224t, 226t, 228t

Democrat (see Family political pref-
erence)

Depression, 131

2,84
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Design effect of clustered stratified
sample, 217-218

Disciples of Christ, 22 (see also Re-
ligious preference)

Divorce (see Broken home)
Douvan, E., 172, 274
Duncan, 0., 62, 173-174, 220, 273

Educational level of parents, llt, 14-
15, 219-230, 220t, 2221, 2244
226t, 227t

"Environmental Participation Index,"
13

Episcopal, 22 (see also Religious
preference)

Eriksou, E. H., 173, 274
Eta

as an output feature of Multiple
Classification Analysis, 70

compared with product-moment
correlation, 6-7

Family background dimensions
descriptions of, 9-28
Interrelationships among, 29-43
summary of relationships with,

191-201
fee also specific criterion dimen-

sions of interest)
Family finances, adequacy of, 219-

221, 220t, 2221
Family political preference, 23-24,

23t, 37t, 231-239
related to Quick Test, 56, 57t
related to Quick Test controlling

SEL, 62
related to Quick Test in Multiple

Classification Analysis, 71-75,
721

summery of relationships with,
196-197

(see also specific criterion dimen-
sions of interes.

Family relations, 33, 231-239
cross-time effects of, 210-212,

2111
related to Quick Test, 52, 54t
related to Quick Test controlling

SEL, 62
related to Quick Test In Multiple

Classification Analysis, 71-75,
721

scale, 18, 19-211

281

summary of relationships with,
194-195

(see also specific criterion dimen-
sions of interest)

Family size, 15-16, 16t, 301, 31, 35t,
41t, 231-239

relatea to Quick Test, 49, 51t
related to Quick Test controlling

SEL, 60, 61t
related to Quick Test in Multiple

Classification Analysis, 71-75,
721

summary of relationships with, 193
(see also specific criterion cumen-

sions of interest)
Father's occupational status, 11, 14-

15, 219-230, 2201, 222t, 224t,
226t, 2271

Favorable self-presertation, 212
Feld, S., 275
Field Section of Survey Research

Center, preface
Figures, guidelines for the use of,

245-247
First-born (Ordinal position)
First-person versus third-person

distinction in measuring internal
control, 148-150

Flanagan, J. C., 13, -4, 274
Follow-up mcasares(see Longitudinal

analyses)
French, J. R., preface, 111, 122, 274
Frankel, M. It., preface, 217-213,

274, 275
Future research in the Youth in

Transition project, 214

GATB-J (see General Aptitude Test
Battery - P.trt J)

Gates, A. L, 275
Gates Ten of lief ding Compreben.

talon, 47, 147
correlated with other criteria,

242-243t
related to socioeconomic level,

number of siblings, and race,
84-85, 851

used as a "validating criterion"
for SEL measure, 221-230, 2231,
2241, 2261, 2211

General anxiety. 131
General Aptitude Tett Battery -

Part J, 47, 18
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correlated with other criteria,
242-243t

related to socioeconomic level,
number of siblings, and race,
84-85, 85t

Genetic endowments, 1
Geographic region, 24, 76-78, 77t
Ginsburg, S. W., 275
Ginzberg, E., 173, 275
Gold, M., preface, 161, 164-166, 275
Golberg, L, 274
Grades in school (see Scholastic

achievement)
Green, B. F., Jr., 275
Green, S., preface
Gurin, G., 105, 275
Gurin, P., preface, 76, 148, 275

Haney, W., preface
Happiness, 122t, 132

correlated with other criteria,
292-243t

related to family relations, 211t
related to Quick Test of Intelli-

gence, 209t
related to socioeconomic level,

209t
stability of measure, 206t

Heredity, related to family back-
ground, 1

Herman, J. L., 275
Hess, L, 217
Hobson, C. J., 274
Holt, P., preface
Honesty, 137-138
How Americans View Their Mental

Health, 132, 275
Human Resource Research, Center

for, 48

Iman, S., preface
Impulse to aggression, 133-t15

correlated with other criteria,
242-243t

measure of, 133
related to family relations, 133,

211t
relate,' to other affective states

dimensions, 122t
related to Quick Teat of Intelli-

gence, 209t
related to race, 133-135, 134t
related to socioeconomic level, 209t

stability of measure, 206t
Inconsistency of parent's occupa-

tional status, 14-15
Institute for Social Research, 121
Instruments for data collecticn, 5
Intact families, 17
Intellectual ability, interrelation-

ships among met sures of, 48
Intellectual aptitudes and abilities,

45-90
Intelligence, 48 (see also Quick Test)

as a background factor and inter-
vening variable, summary of,
201-203

as a determinant of plans and as-
pirations, 174-180

as an intervening variable, 86-88,
169

importance of and controversy
concerning, 45-46

sei-concept of, 92
versus other background predic-

tors of self-concept of school
ability, 102-103

Internal control, 147-150
correlated with other criteria,

242-243t
measure of, 147-148
related to ambitious job attitudes,

148
related to broken home, 1491
related to community size, 149t
related to family political prefer-

ence, 14 It
related to family relations, 148,

149t, 211t
related to number of siblings, 149t
related to Quick Test of intelli-

gence, 148, 1491, 2091
related to race, 148-159, 14A
related to religious preference,

1491
related to self-esteem, 148
related to social values, 148
elated to socioeconomic level,

148, 149t, 209f
stability of measure, 206t
used as a "validating criterion"

for SEL measure, 221 -; JO, 223t,
224t, 226t, 2281

Interpersonal aggression, 164
Interpersonal relationships with par

ents, 17-18, 33 (see also Family

G
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relations)
Intervening variable, 86-88
Interview, 5
Irritability, 131

Jacobs, M., preface
Jennings, M. K., preface, 150, 275
Jcwfsb respondents, 22 (see also Re-

ligious preference)
political knowledge, la, 159t
self-esteem levels, 128, 129t
trust in gove.-nment, 152-153, 153t
trust in people, 152-153, 153t

Job attitudes (see Ambitious lob atti-
tudes)

Job information test
correlated with other criteria, 242 -

243t
description of, 48
related to family relations, 211t
related to number of siblings, 8.5-

88, 65t
related to other tests, 49t
refitted to Quick Test, 49t, 85-88,

209t
related to race, 85-88, 85t
related to socioeconomic level, 85-

88, 85t, 209t
stability of scores over time, 2061

Job that doesn't hug me, preference
for (see Ambitious job attitudes)

Job that pays off, preference for (see
Ambitious job attitudes)

Johnston, J., preface, 174. 275
Johnston, L. D., preface, 273, 274, 275

Kahn, R. L., preface, 111, 122, 273,
274

Kasl, S. V., 273
Katz, I., 114
Kindness, 137-138
Kish, L., preface, 217-218, 275
Klinger, M. R. B., 137, 275

Lamendeila, R., preface
Lao, R. C., 275
Levenson, G. E., preface, 160, 275
Liverant, S., 277
Long, J. M., preface, Ill, 276
Longitudinal analyses, 202-212

special subsample for, 203-205, 204t
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